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ATP Engineer's Checklist for Infrastructure Projects 


Required for "Infrastructure" applications ONLY 


This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in "responsible charge" of the preparation of this ATP 


application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC's 


requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC's ATP Guidelines and CTC's Adoption of PSR Guidelines -


Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to 


be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes. 


Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the 


application: 


Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or 


report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP 


Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles 


and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and 


stamped by a licensed civil engineer. 


By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application's technical information and engineering data 


upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional 


Engineer's Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735. 


The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in "responsible charge" of defining the project's Scope, 


Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC's PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the 


preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and 


application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans. 


1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer's Initials: � c
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary


2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer's Initials: 3".::SC 
a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project "construction" limits and limits of each


primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map
b. Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
c. Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths
d. Show agency's right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As


appropriate, also show Caltrans', Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)


3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer's Initials: :::S 0 C-
(lnclude cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical) 


a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.


4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer's Initials: ;:f:::f c
a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the


application, in the appropriate location.
b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item


are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs
c. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately


from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6


d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for


e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost
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5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer's Initials: 0::SC 
a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence


area of proposed improvements. 


6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer's Initials: -::S-:SC 
a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project 


schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes. 


b. "Completed Dates" for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified
c. "Expected Dates" for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project


timetables, including: lnteragency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations, 
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,
project permits, etc. 


d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency's
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds. 


7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer's Initials: ::fj"C 


0 
a. For new Traffic Control Signals - an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9


N/A (CA MUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final 
decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional
documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must 
include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the 
application in the "Additional Attachments" section. 


8. Additional narration and documentation: Engineer's Initials: uZSC 
a. The text in the "Narrative Questions" in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic


and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate 
b. When needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for


the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to 
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.


Licensed Engineer: 


Name (Last, First): l�c_o_o _k,_J_as_o_n ________ �
Title: I Engineer
Engineer License Number I 84088


Signature����-"----,-------�


Date: 6/1/2016


Email: jasoncoo k@altaplanning.com


Phone: I (510) 540-5008


Engineer's Stamp: 
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Attachment D: Project Preliminary Plans 


Rancho Cordova South Folsom Canal Trail Crossing At White Rock Rd.
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Attachment F: Project Estimate 
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Date:


84088


Item 
No.


F, D 
or M Quantity Units Unit Cost Total


Item Cost % $ % $ % $


1 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000 100% $25,000
2 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000 100% $25,000


100%
100%
100%


3 1035 LF $1.00 $1,035 100% $1,035
4 12125 SF $5.00 $60,625 100% $60,625
5 465 LF $7.00 $3,255 100% $3,255
6 1035 SF $15.00 $15,525 100% $15,525
7 565 LF $12.00 $6,780 100% $6,780
8 470 LF $25.00 $11,750 100% $11,750
9 2 EA $2,000.00 $4,000 100% $4,000


10 11090 SF $15.00 $166,350 100% $166,350
11 2 EA $550.00 $1,100 100% $1,100
12 1 EA $200,000.00 $200,000 100% $200,000
13 380 SF $5.50 $2,090 100% $2,090
14 1035 SF $2.00 $2,070 100% $2,070


100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%


$524,580 $524,580
$26,229 <= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 


10.00% $52,458 $52,458
$577,038 $577,038


ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


$86,556
$86,556 15% 25% Max


$28,852 5% 15% Max 


$115,408


$144,260
ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


$692,446Total Project Cost: $692,446


Total Project Delivery: $115,408


Construction Engineering (CE): 28,852$       


Total Construction Costs: $605,890


Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E): 86,556$       
Total PE: 86,556$       


Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):
Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:


Type of Project Cost Cost $
Preliminary Engineering (PE)


Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED): -$      


Total RW: -$      


Construction Engineering (CE)


Right of Way (RW)
Right of Way Engineering: -$      
Acquisitions and Utilities: -$      


HAWK Signal
Crosswalk Striping


Subtotal of Construction Items:


Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)
12" White Stripe


Remove Existing Curb and Gutter


Concrete Sidewalk
Signs


Median Curb
Curb and Gutter


A.C. Patch


Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3
Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).


Project Information:
Agency: 6/1/2016City of Rancho Cordova


Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:


"PE" costs / "CON" costs


"CE" costs / "CON" costs


Project Delivery Costs:


Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:


Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)
Cost Breakdown


ATP Eligible 
Costs/Items


ATP Ineligible 
Costs/Items 


Corps/CCC
to construct


Mobilization


Sawcut Existing AC
A.C. Pavement Removal


Item 


Driveway


The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.


Item Number(s): Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)


Project Description: Trail Crossing with HAWK Signal
Rancho Cordova, CA


Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate: Jason Cook, P.E. License #:
Project Location:


General Overhead-Related Construction Items


Traffic Control


General Construction Items (non-decorative only)
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Constant Contact Survey Results
Survey Name: Folsom-Cordova South Canal Survey 


Response Status: Partial & Completed 


Filter: None 


2/2/2016 8:40 PM PST


TextBlock:


Thank you for helping us compile information about the Folsom South Canal Trail.


Are you a resident of Rancho Cordova?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Yes 32 26.2 %


No 90 73.7 %


No Response(s) 0 0.0 %


Totals 122 100%


Do you work in Rancho Cordova? 


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Yes 51 41.8 %


No 71 58.1 %


No Response(s) 0 0.0 %


Totals 122 100%


Have you ever been on the Folsom South Canal Trail?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Yes 116 95.0 %


No 3 2.4 %


No Response(s) 3 2.4 %


Totals 122 100%


Page 1


South Folsom Canal Trail Crossing Improvement at White Rock rd. Appendix J







If so, how do you use the Canal Trail?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Recreation 60 49.1 %


Commute 17 13.9 %


Both 39 31.9 %


Other 2 1.6 %


No Response(s) 4 3.2 %


Totals 122 100%


What activities do  you use the Canal Trail for?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Bike 107 87.7 %


Walk 0 0.0 %


Run 0 0.0 %


All of the above 9 7.3 %


Other 1 <1 %


No Response(s) 5 4.0 %


Totals 122 100%


How often do you use the Folsom-Cordova South Canal Trail?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Daily 9 7.3 %


Weekly 52 42.6 %


Monthly 27 22.1 %


Occasionally 31 25.4 %


Never 2 1.6 %


No Response(s) 1 <1 %


Totals 122 100%
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Are you familiar with the crossing at White Rock Road and the Canal Trail?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Yes 119 97.5 %


No 3 2.4 %


No Response(s) 0 0.0 %


Totals 122 100%


Does the existing crossing cause you to turn around or change your route at White Rock Road?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
Yes 33 27.0 %


No 77 63.1 %


Not sure 9 7.3 %


No Response(s) 3 2.4 %


Totals 122 100%


Tell us about your experience at the canal crossing at White Rock Rd.?  What challenges have you


encountered?


106 Response(s)


Which would you prefer at the crossing?


Answer 0% 100%
Number of


Response(s)
Response


Ratio
A signaled crossing 19 15.5 %


A bike/ped under/over-
crossing over White Rock
Road


35 28.6 %


It's fine as it is (crossing at
the nearest intersection)


5 4.0 %


Either an under/over
crossing or a signaled
crossing


60 49.1 %


Other 2 1.6 %


No Response(s) 1 <1 %


Totals 122 100%
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Survey Comments as of 9 p.m. Monday 


1. Are you a Rancho Cordova resident?


I work for Sutter Health at Mather and ride my bike on the 
Folsom South Canal 2 to 3 times a week. Anonymous 


I live in Folsom, but cycle down the South Canal weekly. Anonymous 


I live in Gold River (very close) dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


I live in Folsom. kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


I live in Folsom, and in spring/summer sometimes ride to Iron 
Point to AR trail to Canal trail to Zinfandel and White Rock for 
work. Going home either repeat that route, or ride over 50 at 
ped crossing bridge and thru neighborhoods to AR trail at 
Cordova HS / Hagen Park and home. 


stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


resident of Folsom outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


Used to live in Elk Grove. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


Live in sunrise park development e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


I live in Folsom but I do bike through Rancho Cordova. rodney.vienna@cdph.ca.gov 


Live in Fair Oaks Anonymous 


resident of Folsom outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


Used to live in Elk Grove. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


Live in sunrise park development e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


I live in Folsom but I do bike through Rancho Cordova. rodney.vienna@cdph.ca.gov 


Live in Fair Oaks Anonymous 


I live in Mather and use South Canal to train me on bike. mrobinson@calstrs.com 


Gold River elaine.yamamoto@dca.ca.gov 


Since 2001 jeff.farley@vsp.com 


I was a resident of Stone Creek in Rancho Cordova from 
2012-2015, I recently moved to Folsom. zachbosch@gmail.com 


Folsom clayton.leek@dca.ca.gov 


Live in Elk Grove and ride the South Canel often Anonymous 


I live in Folsom. cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


I commute to Rancho from Folsom on my bike. corylauracory@gmail.com 


FYI I'm a resident of Folsom Anonymous 


I was previously a resident of Rancho Cordova, but now I live Anonymous 
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in Folsom which is right next-door. 


I live in the Vineyard area Anonymous 


it's not safe to cross. Please consider for safety issue. Anonymous 


I do business and attend Church in Rancho Cordova Anonymous 


2. Do you work in Rancho Cordova?


I did until I retired last year. Anonymous 


I work in downtown Sacramento and bike commute from 
Rancho Cordova about 3 days/week. humbirds@gmail.com 


But I did until recently tosterkamp@dokkenengineering.com 


Retired kathywri@sbcglobal.net 


My office is in Mather. kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


Health Net, Zinfandel and White Rock. stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


use to have an office in Mather outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


Technically it's Sacramento - Bradshaw @ 50. sgierek106@gmail.com 


Work in Folsom. During daylight savings time, I commuted 
regularly from Elk Grove to Folsom via the FSCT...one to two 
times per week. 


rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


Work near Folsom auto mall. e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


Work at 10949 North Mather Blvd Anonymous 


White Rock & Prospect Park irene.yang@state.ca.gov 


Work at VSP lisaw@vsp.com 


I have work for several companies on the 50 corridor in 
Rancho Cordova sine 1993, including Bank of America, 
Access Health, eBay and currently, VSP. 


jeff.farley@vsp.com 


When the weather is not raining, I take the Canal Trail on 
average 3 times a week to commute to work from my Folsom 
residence. Of my 13 mile bike commute, if I was going to get 
hit by a car, this intersection would be the most likely location. 


cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


I do not formally own a business in Rancho but I use Rancho 
often for my business meetings. Anonymous 
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5. What activities do you use the Canal Trail for?


You seem to be calling the same trail by several different names: Folsom 
South Canal Trail, Canal Trail, and Folsom-Cordova South Canal Trail. As 
far as I can tell from the Bureau of Reclamation, it is the Folsom South 
Canal, and the "trail" is really a service road. The survey would be more 
clear if you were consistent. 


humbirds@gmail.com 


I ride the canal routinely! dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


I take the Canal Trail to International turn right and on over to the old 
Mather AFB for work. kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


Commute about 3 times a month in spring/summer. stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


Bike and walk. sgierek106@gmail.com 


It is part of my normal commute to work and back. Is also a part of a lot of 
bike routes coming from Folsom to Wilton area. e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


I commute between Douglas Rd. and International Dr. on the Canal Trail. david.safdy@gmail.com 


Conducting group cycling beginner classes for Cycle Folsom, a bicycling 
club. Anonymous 


The way the intersection is now, you can not walk across without doing the 
speed walking thing and stopping in the middle of the median. If you are on 
foot, it is best if you run across so you do not have to stop in the median. 


7. Are you familiar with the crossing at White Rock Road and the Canal


Trail?


Very dangerous, especially with a group. One calls "clear." but 
cars have made the turn and are coming before everyone can 
get across. 


Anonymous 


yes, and sometimes I do club rides at night. Anonymous 


It can be dangerous. I've personally mentioned this to other 
city planners around 2013 in bike related community 
meetings. The rise in the road reduces visibility and there are 
lots of lanes to play "frogger" to get across. 


humbirds@gmail.com 


This is an extremely difficult and dangerous crossing. I've 
used the this path since the early 1980 and it's only gotten 
worse for cyclists, walkers, etc... 


dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


Like with any car/bike traffic intersection, I wait until it's safe to 
cross. Sometimes I press the button to stop traffic with my 
green light, but rarely. 


stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


It's a tricky crossing. A lot of waiting to make a safe crossing. outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 
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That crossing is a dangerous one. Vehicles are traveling fast, 
and because of the arc of the road as it crosses the canal, the 
line of sight is obscured. 


sheryl78@gmail.com 


Very tough!!! rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


It is my favorite game of human trigger but in this case I am a 
frog on a bike. The logs are speeding cars. e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


I have to cross there twice a day on my commute to and from 
work orionslayer@gmail.com 


Although this crossing is not part of my work commute, I 
occasionally use it. david.safdy@gmail.com 


Sketchy on week days. Weekends are okay. Anonymous 


Dangerous to cross since there is no stoplight for vehicles nor 
any island or other barriers in the middle of the 7 lanes. Anonymous 


this is the only unsafe moment on my ride to and from work. ralph.elder@calema.ca.gov 


Totally agree with Ted Lenzie. it's not safe at all thomas.s.tran@intel.com 


Crossed it many, many times. 


I used it as my preferred route to get to the American River 
Bike Trail at Hazel Ave. 


zachbosch@gmail.com 


It can be a little sketchy, and thank god for that suicide lane in 
the middle of the street. I often use it as an intermediate safe 
zone. Part of the danger of the crossing is the fact that it is on 
a hilltop. But honestly it is not the scariest crossings have 
encountered on a bike. 


Anonymous 


At work, we call it the Frogger intersection (you know, where 
you have to go across the intersection without getting hit like 
the Frogger video game). 
Cars will NOT slow down when you are going across. 


cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


PART 1 
Traveling home, East on White Rock, visibility is reduced 
approaching the bridge, due to the incline so taking the far left 
lane put me at risk. Hugging the right side of the road wasn't 
much better with no bike lane and a turn lane opening up for 
Sunrise going South. 


corylauracory@gmail.com 


As noted I'm not familiar with it but after viewing in per a 
recently posted video I would reluctant to use it if I were to 
venture out that way. 


Anonymous 


Dodge the cars. Anonymous 


It's a dangerous crossing that I avoid. Anonymous 


I use the Canal Trail for my bike commute during the dry 
months a couple of days per week. The crossing is by far the 
most dangerous part of my trip. 


Anonymous 


Used to work by that area. Frequently visit Starbucks there 
while on a bike ride. Anonymous 
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8. Does the existing crossing cause you to turn around or change your


route at White Rock Road?


No, but we probably should. Anonymous 


or just not use the trail altogether madeline113@comcast.net 


Riding along Sunrise to the FSC crossing is worse! dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


Sometimes anna.kula@dcss.ca.gov 


I don't change my route, but it's a very dangerous crossing. 
I'm never happy when I have to "hang out" in the suicide lane 
because I can't cross the entire road at the same time. 


jason.r.grefrath@intel.com 


Again, it's not the most desirable crossing and having to use 
the middle lane as a means to cross is unnerving. outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


That crossing is a dangerous one. Vehicles are traveling fast, 
and because of the arc of the road as it crosses the canal, the 
line of sight is obscured. I still cross, but it is unnerving. 


sheryl78@gmail.com 


No, but it is easily the most dangerous part of my route. sgierek106@gmail.com 


I just what until it's safe...sometime several minutes. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


But its hairy. mark.rubin@dca.ca.gov 


No, but I am aware of the danger every time I cross. chris.jonas@state.ca.gov 


no much of a choice to get to work if on a bicycle for me. 
Definitely not riding on sunrise Blvd. e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


I do not go up to the crosswalk. Instead 
I wait for cars to clear then cross the road between canal 
openings 


orionslayer@gmail.com 


it's very unsafe with cars coming non stop from both directions tratalig@gmail.com 


Not always, but it has. It ways into my decision to commute at 
times. It is freightening. davehe@vsp.com 


I usually just wait until there is a gap in traffic. If I had to use 
this section to bike commute, I would probably change my 
route because it would be a significant delay to cross during 
the main "drive times." 


david.safdy@gmail.com 


I ride mostly on weekends and late evening when traffic is low. Anonymous 


If I were forced to take the Canal path and this crossing on a 
weekday, yes, it may force me to take a safer route. On a 
weekend, this crossing typically isn't an issue. 


bob.gong@vsp.com 


Sometimes... rodney.vienna@cdph.ca.gov 


To save more time, I take the risk to cross instead of going 
down the street to a crosswalk. If I did use that crosswalk 
down the street and then rode back up to enter the Canal, 
there are no bike lanes on either side. 


Anonymous 
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I just wait to see a gap of cars so we can cross the dangerous 
street. The closed intersection is a bit too far away. mrobinson@calstrs.com 


But I do take the risk of riding across White Rock Rd. ted_lenzie@dca.ca.gov 


Very dangerous. The most stressful part of my bike commute. lisaw@vsp.com 


For my morning commute I come to this crossing heading 
South and would like to get to International Dr. and then head 
west. However, often times the traffic it too congested or too 
high rate of speed to cross safely. I usually then have to head 
west on White Rock which is just as periless as the crossing 
at times, due to NO bike lanes and having cars feel I do not 
belong in the right lane (International has bike lanes). 


jeff.farley@vsp.com 


There were times when biking near commute hours that 
instead of crossing there, I turned around and went South 
instead. 


zachbosch@gmail.com 


I cross white rock at the canal trail. it is extremely dangerous. clayton.leek@dca.ca.gov 


It is terrifying. Drivers do not stop at the light. caroleland@sbcglobal.net 


Would still really appreciative of trail user right-a-way signal 
similar to near by sunrise crossing Anonymous 


During rush hour I go down one road to the west and leverage 
the light. Anonymous 


I cross the seven lanes of traffic, but it is clearly hazardous. 
It's the only way for me to get to work since there are no bike 
lanes on White Rock, there's no safe way to get to either 
intersection. 


larrysherwood@msn.com 


Usually I turn around before crossing white rock - I use the 
south canal for bike workouts and the white rock crossing and 
the sunrise crossing are both pains. I'd rather repeat on the 
southern stretch than go through the hassles of crossing. 


Anonymous 


Once I tried going down to the Sunrise/White Rock 
intersection and going across the intersection and rode on the 
sidewalk going the wrong way to get back onto the Canal 
Trail. Holy Cow! The Sunrise traffic between 7:30 and 8am is 
heavy and there is hardly any space for a bike rider (had to 
ride on the Sunrise sidewalk). I won't try that alternate route 
again. 


cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


If there were a safer and quicker means of crossing White 
Rock Rd, I would use the Canal Trail more often. Anonymous 


No, but it's dangerous to cross there. Anonymous 


It is the only way to access the canal trail from my work. corylauracory@gmail.com 


See note above Anonymous 


Sometimes, I have done that when the traffic does not stop. 
Or drivers are mean. Anonymous 


Depends on the situation. Going southbound (to work), I may 
just turn right on White Rock to Kilgore, rather than wait for 


Anonymous 
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traffic to clear for going straight across. Going northbound 
(home) there is no alternate. Sometimes you have to wait in 
the center lane, as the video shows. Not fun, or safe. 


But this answer does not mean it does not need drastic 
improvement! Anonymous 


I usually wait for traffic to clear, it can be dangerous at times Anonymous 


It is an area that you have to be very aware of what is going 
on around you. Anonymous 


Few times during the rush hour Anonymous 


but it's a very dangerous place to cross, fast moving traffic 
from both directions with no crossing control. There should be 
a crosswalk button and traffic light to allow safe crossing for 
cyclists and pedestrians who use the trail, or even better, a 
grade separated crossing. 


Anonymous 


9. Tell us about your experience at the canal crossing at White Rock


Road?  What challenges have you encountered? (106 responses)


The crossing prevents me from bringing less experienced 
riders on the canal. I love to ride with my family but I cannot 
bring my family to cross that road. It is too dangerous. 


Anonymous 


Very dangerous. Many lanes of traffic to cross Anonymous 


We feel a more important issue is to fix the unsafe water 
crossing between Florin rd. and Jackson highway on the canal 
trail. 


Anonymous 


Very busy. You must wait for a break in the traffic in order to 
cross. That can take a while. Anonymous 


this is a very dangerous crossing for cyclists, pedestrians and 
runners, it would be much safer if there was, a a minimum, a 
crossing light similar to the one on Sunrise Ave. 


Anonymous 


Very fast vehicles coming from both directions. Not safe for 
crossing. Anonymous 


During commute hours it's a dangerous crossing. Anonymous 


I have gotten stuck in the middle lane more than once. Anonymous 


Can't see cars coming before committing to cross on a bike. Anonymous 


I use it for fitness and the crossing breaks my workout. Anonymous 


Trying to time a safe pass amongst normal traffic and the 
occasional speeding car. Not safe, but a slight necessity. Anonymous 


Very challenging for a cyclist. Very busy intersection at times. Anonymous 


Cars will speed up to try to buzz cyclists, and they blare their 
horns, yell obscenities, and throw things from their cars. This 
is also when trying to safely cross following traffic rules, and 


Anonymous 
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giving plenty of space. A stop light, similar to at Sunrise would 
be best. 


Very difficult to get across safely. Anonymous 


Traffic, sometimes cars don't pay attention and stop on time. It 
would be easier and safer to not have to stop at this light, 
especially at night. 


Anonymous 


Not bike friendly 
Not safe to ctross madeline113@comcast.net 


There is nothing to warn/alert motorists that 
cyclists/pedestrians may be crossing the road. I wouldn't be 
surprised if someone has been hit by a car there. 


humbirds@gmail.com 


It is dicey, and you almost always have to wait in the middle. I 
bike wrecked there once in the median when riding in a small 
group and there was indecision on whether to go or not, and a 
few of ran into each other. 


tosterkamp@dokkenengineering.com 


It's difficult to see and cross. I've only been able to cross when 
it's completely clear. I usually have to turn right onto White 
Rock Rd., which doesn't have a bike lane, so I'm taking up a 
lane while cars are trying swerve around me. 


aaron@tweeton.com 


It is very difficult to cross to White Rock Rd. due to heavy fast 
moving traffic. A bike or pedestrian activated stop signal would 
make the crossing much safer. 


dieseldick@sbcglobal.net 


Much like the video, timing your crossing between a bunch of 
traffic and waiting in the center lane is dicey! dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


It is difficult to cross safely because of the amount of traffic. I 
have never had a motorist slow down or stop while I was 
waiting to cross and some speed up, honk and offer obscene 
gestures. 


kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


Only issue is the narrow (left to right) center divide ... when I 
cross without pressing the button I sometimes need to stop in 
the center to wait for either NB or SB traffic. Holding onto the 
pole with the button for a few seconds until traffic clears can 
be tricky unless I unclip. 


stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


Just like the videos showed.. thank goodness for the suicide 
lane otherwise I'd be waiting forever.. but gets the heart 
beating while waiting to get safely to the other side. 


anna.kula@dcss.ca.gov 


It's often challenging to cross all the lanes of traffic, on a 
bicycle, without stopping in the middle/suicide lane. It's a very 
dangerous intersection, especially going South where the 
concrete barrier obstructs your long view of traffic. 


jason.r.grefrath@intel.com 


Having to wait in the middle lane places the cyclist in a risky 
situation with traffic racing past, often not seeing a cyclist in 
the middle lane. 


outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


I either have to wait forever to find the rare ideal moment 
when traffic is clear in both directions, or split the crossing into 
two (in which case I'm hanging out in the middle lane hoping 
that cars will see me). 


nbuchen@calottery.com 
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That crossing is dangerous. Vehicles are traveling fast, and 
because of the road arc as it crosses the canal, the line of 
sight is obscured. There is not much break in the traffic, and 
I'm concerned vehicles are not paying attention to someone 
crossing the road. There are no warning signs for vehicles that 
persons may be crossing. 


sheryl78@gmail.com 


Too much fast traffic, inattentive drivers, traffic signal doesn't 
always work, merging across multiple lanes is difficult and 
scary. 


tinyhelmets@gmail.com 


Crossing can be dangerous during heavy commute times. 
Weekends it's manageable. rhszieh@water.ca.gov 


The uncontrolled crossing is very dangerous, traffic headed 
westbound on WRR (from Sunrise) can not see cyclists 
crossing because they are below the crest of the canal over 
pass and cyclist cannot see traffic for the same reason. There 
is also the issue that traffic tends to travel @ the posted speed 
+ 15-20 MPH.


jcarr@sco.ca.gov 


There's no way that I would try to attempt that crossing during 
rush hour. It would be suicide. angel.verdugo@gmail.com 


cars driving at speed on White Rock make crossing the 7 
lanes difficult for bicyclists. The bike path along the canal has 
no alternative at that street crossing. 


andy.gee@vsp.com 


The biggest problem I've encountered is traffic heading 
Southbound on Sunrise turning West onto White Rock at a 
high rate of speed. Eastbound traffic on White Rock also 
travels at a high rate of speed, but at least there is more 
visibility in that direction. 


sgierek106@gmail.com 


Accelerating cars (vs. consistent speed) from the nearby 
signals make it difficult to gauge when it's safe to cross. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


I had to learn to count the number of seconds between cars 
turning onto White Rock from Sunrise. If I get to five seconds 
before another cars turns, I can get to the middle of the road. 
Then if cars are coming from the other direction, you have to 
be a sitting duck in the painted median until the other side 
clears. 


mark.rubin@dca.ca.gov 


It is very dangerous. You can't see traffic coming because of a 
bump in the road to accommodate the canal. linda.leavelle@dhcs.ca.gov 


Crossing six lanes of traffic plus the center turn lane is a 
challenge and is dangerous. chris.jonas@state.ca.gov 


It is dangerous to cut straight across, so if there is any traffic, I 
typically turn left, and make a U turn at the traffic light, 
providing I can get into the traffic lane. If I can't I may use the 
crosswalk, or the left turn lane on Kilgore. 


paul.bryant@ftb.ca.gov 


Waiting (1-3 mins) for an opening to cross to get to the suicide 
lane (literally feels that way some days). Then waiting again 
(1-3 mins) to cross again. it is really bad crossing north to 
south as my view of on coming traffic is blocked by the bridge 
and the crest. I sometimes have to roll out to the edge of the 
pavement to see incoming cars. 


e.kuiken0003@gmail.com
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Sometimes I miss judge car speed and have close calls. orionslayer@gmail.com 


it's almost impossible to cross sometimes. I almost end up 
riding down to the light and waiting for light to turn red in order 
to cross to the other side. If a pedestrian bridge was built over 
the road it would solve all these problems. 


tratalig@gmail.com 


When facing south and trying to cross the trafiic coming from 
the left is partly hidden by the slight hump in the road. I can't 
always trust what is coming at me. 
Unfortunatley there are not good options to cross at neihter of 
the nearest cross streets. You will always end up riding into 
trafic. 


davehe@vsp.com 


Sometimes it's difficult to cross in heavy traffic. Anonymous 


While the crossing does not redirect my bicycle commute or 
running training, it can be a pain especially crossing by foot. 
Usually I am crossing when traffic is not heavy and can get 
safely across. However, even when waiting for breaks in traffic 
traffic can get uncomfortably close when on foot. 


moneyj@saccounty.net 


Traffic moves too fast on White Rock Rd. and there are too 
many lanes of traffic to cross at once. I have had to wait for 
several minutes to cross here at times. If there were a 
protected island in the middle to wait in, it might be a little 
better. 


david.safdy@gmail.com 


Not much challenges on weekends and late evening. But it 
would be nice to have a proper traffic signals crossing. Anonymous 


Way too dangerous to take kids on bikes across, especially on 
a weekday. Even by myself, I've been stuck in the middle 
waiting for traffic to clear. Having a middle island would make 
a cyclist, runner, pedestrian feel a little safer while waiting for 
traffic to clear. 


bob.gong@vsp.com 


Very busy traffic and no crosswalks or stoplights!! rodney.vienna@cdph.ca.gov 


difficult and risky to cross lots of traffic paul.hedglin@dca.ca.gov 


Not bike friendly 
Not safe to ctross madeline113@comcast.net 


There is nothing to warn/alert motorists that 
cyclists/pedestrians may be crossing the road. I wouldn't be 
surprised if someone has been hit by a car there. 


humbirds@gmail.com 


It is dicey, and you almost always have to wait in the middle. I 
bike wrecked there once in the median when riding in a small 
group and there was indecision on whether to go or not, and a 
few of ran into each other. 


tosterkamp@dokkenengineering.com 


It's difficult to see and cross. I've only been able to cross when 
it's completely clear. I usually have to turn right onto White 
Rock Rd., which doesn't have a bike lane, so I'm taking up a 
lane while cars are trying swerve around me. 


aaron@tweeton.com 


It is very difficult to cross to White Rock Rd. due to heavy fast 
moving traffic. A bike or pedestrian activated stop signal would 
make the crossing much safer. 


dieseldick@sbcglobal.net 
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Much like the video, timing your crossing between a bunch of 
traffic and waiting in the center lane is dicey! dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


It is difficult to cross safely because of the amount of traffic. I 
have never had a motorist slow down or stop while I was 
waiting to cross and some speed up, honk and offer obscene 
gestures. 


kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


Only issue is the narrow (left to right) center divide ... when I 
cross without pressing the button I sometimes need to stop in 
the center to wait for either NB or SB traffic. Holding onto the 
pole with the button for a few seconds until traffic clears can 
be tricky unless I unclip. 


stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


Just like the videos showed.. thank goodness for the suicide 
lane otherwise I'd be waiting forever.. but gets the heart 
beating while waiting to get safely to the other side. 


anna.kula@dcss.ca.gov 


It's often challenging to cross all the lanes of traffic, on a 
bicycle, without stopping in the middle/suicide lane. It's a very 
dangerous intersection, especially going South where the 
concrete barrier obstructs your long view of traffic. 


jason.r.grefrath@intel.com 


Having to wait in the middle lane places the cyclist in a risky 
situation with traffic racing past, often not seeing a cyclist in 
the middle lane. 


outreach@sacramentovalleyconservancy.org 


I either have to wait forever to find the rare ideal moment 
when traffic is clear in both directions, or split the crossing into 
two (in which case I'm hanging out in the middle lane hoping 
that cars will see me). 


nbuchen@calottery.com 


That crossing is dangerous. Vehicles are traveling fast, and 
because of the road arc as it crosses the canal, the line of 
sight is obscured. There is not much break in the traffic, and 
I'm concerned vehicles are not paying attention to someone 
crossing the road. There are no warning signs for vehicles that 
persons may be crossing. 


sheryl78@gmail.com 


Too much fast traffic, inattentive drivers, traffic signal doesn't 
always work, merging across multiple lanes is difficult and 
scary. 


tinyhelmets@gmail.com 


Crossing can be dangerous during heavy commute times. 
Weekends it's manageable. rhszieh@water.ca.gov 


The uncontrolled crossing is very dangerous, traffic headed 
westbound on WRR (from Sunrise) can not see cyclists 
crossing because they are below the crest of the canal over 
pass and cyclist cannot see traffic for the same reason. There 
is also the issue that traffic tends to travel @ the posted speed 
+ 15-20 MPH.


jcarr@sco.ca.gov 


There's no way that I would try to attempt that crossing during 
rush hour. It would be suicide. angel.verdugo@gmail.com 


cars driving at speed on White Rock make crossing the 7 
lanes difficult for bicyclists. The bike path along the canal has 
no alternative at that street crossing. 


andy.gee@vsp.com 


The biggest problem I've encountered is traffic heading sgierek106@gmail.com 
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Southbound on Sunrise turning West onto White Rock at a 
high rate of speed. Eastbound traffic on White Rock also 
travels at a high rate of speed, but at least there is more 
visibility in that direction. 


Accelerating cars (vs. consistent speed) from the nearby 
signals make it difficult to gauge when it's safe to cross. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


I had to learn to count the number of seconds between cars 
turning onto White Rock from Sunrise. If I get to five seconds 
before another cars turns, I can get to the middle of the road. 
Then if cars are coming from the other direction, you have to 
be a sitting duck in the painted median until the other side 
clears. 


mark.rubin@dca.ca.gov 


It is very dangerous. You can't see traffic coming because of a 
bump in the road to accommodate the canal. linda.leavelle@dhcs.ca.gov 


Crossing six lanes of traffic plus the center turn lane is a 
challenge and is dangerous. chris.jonas@state.ca.gov 


It is dangerous to cut straight across, so if there is any traffic, I 
typically turn left, and make a U turn at the traffic light, 
providing I can get into the traffic lane. If I can't I may use the 
crosswalk, or the left turn lane on Kilgore. 


paul.bryant@ftb.ca.gov 


Waiting (1-3 mins) for an opening to cross to get to the suicide 
lane (literally feels that way some days). Then waiting again 
(1-3 mins) to cross again. it is really bad crossing north to 
south as my view of on coming traffic is blocked by the bridge 
and the crest. I sometimes have to roll out to the edge of the 
pavement to see incoming cars. 


e.kuiken0003@gmail.com


Sometimes I miss judge car speed and have close calls. orionslayer@gmail.com 


it's almost impossible to cross sometimes. I almost end up 
riding down to the light and waiting for light to turn red in order 
to cross to the other side. If a pedestrian bridge was built over 
the road it would solve all these problems. 


tratalig@gmail.com 


When facing south and trying to cross the trafiic coming from 
the left is partly hidden by the slight hump in the road. I can't 
always trust what is coming at me. 
Unfortunatley there are not good options to cross at neihter of 
the nearest cross streets. You will always end up riding into 
trafic. 


davehe@vsp.com 


Sometimes it's difficult to cross in heavy traffic. Anonymous 


While the crossing does not redirect my bicycle commute or 
running training, it can be a pain especially crossing by foot. 
Usually I am crossing when traffic is not heavy and can get 
safely across. However, even when waiting for breaks in traffic 
traffic can get uncomfortably close when on foot. 


moneyj@saccounty.net 


Traffic moves too fast on White Rock Rd. and there are too 
many lanes of traffic to cross at once. I have had to wait for 
several minutes to cross here at times. If there were a 
protected island in the middle to wait in, it might be a little 
better. 


david.safdy@gmail.com 
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Not much challenges on weekends and late evening. But it 
would be nice to have a proper traffic signals crossing. Anonymous 


Way too dangerous to take kids on bikes across, especially on 
a weekday. Even by myself, I've been stuck in the middle 
waiting for traffic to clear. Having a middle island would make 
a cyclist, runner, pedestrian feel a little safer while waiting for 
traffic to clear. 


bob.gong@vsp.com 


Very busy traffic and no crosswalks or stoplights!! rodney.vienna@cdph.ca.gov 


difficult and risky to cross lots of traffic paul.hedglin@dca.ca.gov 


Traffic can be heavy and difficult to cross safely. Several times 
I had waited more than 5 minutes to cross. Once one side is 
free then the other side gets busy, so usually get stuck in the 
suicide lane to wait for cars to go by. 


Anonymous 


I risk my life! mrobinson@calstrs.com 


The vehicles move very fast and with 6 lanes of moving traffic 
to cross it can be difficult to find spacing in the traffic. The 
center lane does not provide protection when stuck in the 
middle and the bridge has a blind spot making it hard to see 
traffic coming from Sunrise Blvd. 


ted_lenzie@dca.ca.gov 


It's a little bit like playing frogger. A pedestrian crosswalk with 
a light would be great or if possible a tunnel under the road. robert.mcclintic@edd.ca.gov 


I stop & wait until no cars, then cross. Sometimes it takes 
awhile for a clearing. The street also has alot of rocks & other 
debris 


elaine.yamamoto@dca.ca.gov 


I have never had a good feeling crossing White Rock here. In 
the past I have: 
-waited for a break, and made a dash for it (not safe)
- gone a half at a time, stuck in the middle for a minute or so
(not safe)
- ridden down the sidewalk waited for a light, crossed, ridden
back up the other sidewalk ( not legal/ dangerous to walkers)


ralph.elder@calema.ca.gov 


It's very difficult and unsafe. Traffic is heavy in both directions 
and high-speed eastbound. You have to bring A LOT of 
patience to get across safely. Occasionally I have to wait in 
the center 'suicide lane' - aptly named - to get across. 
Sometimes I decide to ride elsewhere if I'm just NOT in the 
mood to deal with traffic challenges. 


sandra.opiela@vsp.com 


Like most roads in Rancho Cordova, the crossing is very 
hostile to bikes. Even at intersections with bike lanes, the 
bikes won't trigger the signal or the button is placed away from 
the bike lane on the opposite side of the pole. At the South 
Canal, traffic is high speed and no crossing markings are 
provided. 


mwilliamson@geiconsultants.com 


too much cars and people driving fast thomas.s.tran@intel.com 


Traffic! Especially during prime commute hours. Cars traveling 
at very high rate of speed making it extremely difficult to cross 
by bike 


lisaw@vsp.com 
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Cars often are going well over the speed limit and if you do 
attempt to cross, they will not slow. At times I have had cars 
intentionally come close to me if I get stuck in the middle turn 
lane, and more times than not get the obligitory hand gesture. 


jeff.farley@vsp.com 


None that an experienced cyclist can't overcome. It's called 
being aware! john.steinwert@dca.ca.gov 


Heading north: It's difficult to see west because of the tree 
line, and difficult to see to the east because of the hump in the 
road.  
 
Heading south: Looking east is very dangerous because of 
the sidewalk barrier blocking the line of sight of the #3 lane.  
 
The extra wide road makes it so you need a long time break in 
traffic to cross 


zachbosch@gmail.com 


Almost been hit a couple of times... Twice a motorist 
performed an illegal u turn and did not see me. clayton.leek@dca.ca.gov 


I ride a recumbent bike, which does not fit through the gates, 
so I have to get off, lift it over, and carry on. Drivers 
sometimes do not stop for the signal...and the wait for the 
signal is often very long. 


 


It is such a wide road that it is sometimes difficult to get all the 
way across before a vehicle gets to the crossing. With the rise 
in the road, some drivers do not slow down or see that there is 
a trail crossing. 


bergen1960@yahoo.com 


The crossing, by bicycle, is tricky, during most times of the 
day/week. When leading a group of cyclists across, we 
typically have to wait, for up to a few minutes, so that we can 
cross the entire road, safely. Traffic comes in both directions, 
often up to 40 mph. Sometimes, a car will slow down or stop 
for us, but that can be even more dangerous. 


Anonymous 


Don't have right away, so it can be hard to cross with heavy 
traffic. I try to avoid that area on weekdays when I know traffic 
will be heavy 


Anonymous 


A bit dangerous, really have to be aware of oncoming traffic. Anonymous 


It's probably one of the worst trail to traffic crossings I've ever 
used. How there is not even a painted pedestrian crossing is 
beyond me. Coming North on the trail heading South there is 
a blind spot when looking towards Sunrise due to the guard 
rail on the bridge going over the Canel. 


Anonymous 


1. At peak travel times, it can take a while for traffic to clear 
both way (to allow for safe crossing).  
2. If busy, and try to cross White Rock @ Sunrise, cars 
Southbound on Sunrise turning Right onto White Rock don't 
yield to cyclists & walkers using the cross walk. 


Anonymous 


I do not turn around, but I am very careful. In spite of my 
caution I have had a number of near misses. If I am heading 
south it is tough to see the traffic coming from Sunrise, and 
the traffic headed from Zinfandel is moving very quickly. 


Anonymous 
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Cars, in a big group you may have to wait a bit to cross and if 
you are patient I find that the crossing is not too bad. If you 
are impatient then you are asking for a close call or worse. 


Anonymous 


I've had near misses by the Rancho Police Dept when they 
pulled out of the parking lot on the northwest side of White 
Rock road. They couldn't see me and I couldn't see them. 
Between Sunrise and the bike crossing, cars can accelerate to 
40-50 MPH. Most are not looking for bicyclists. With no bike 
on White Rock, there's no choice but to cross. 


larrysherwood@msn.com 


When riding in a large group, sometimes it is hard to find 
openings long enough. It's always a gamble - can I get across 
in time or not... 


Anonymous 


If you are lucky, you can ride quickly across if their is a gap in 
traffic both ways.  
Otherwise, you have to wait for a gap in one direction of travel 
and stop in the median and then go the rest of the way when 
there is a gap in the traffic going in the opposite direction. You 
also have to watch for cars going using the median to make 
U-turns. 


cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


Experiences similar to the video, showing how challenging it 
can be to get clear traffic for a safe crossing. I also feel there 
is risk getting stuck in the middle which is really the only way 
to cross unless the time of the day has unusually low traffic. 


Anonymous 


It is stressful trying to cross 7 lanes of traffic. It feels very 
unfriendly for bicycles, like they don't belong. Anonymous 


Crossing 4 lanes, plus a center divide lane, safely - is a big 
ask for a walker or group of cyclists. Anonymous 


PART 2  
Sitting on the side, clipped in my rode bike while cars came at 
me aggressively taking the turn lane was a bit hairy. 
Frequently, the only way to cross was timing traffic on one 
side, and wait in the middle. The other option to potentially 
mitigate being hit was to ride East down White Rock, on the 
sidewalk. 


corylauracory@gmail.com 


Car traffic on White Rock Rd moves quickly in both directions. 
In addition there's a small rise in the road that makes it 
especially difficult to see cars moving East to West. 


Anonymous 


Waiting for traffic Anonymous 


You just hafta be aggressive and be as safe as you can. But 
in no way is it user friendly as it is now. You hafta be on your 
A Game. 


Anonymous 


My cycling group and myself have to be very careful crossing 
the road. Often it takes more than a couple tries for all of us to 
get across safely. 


Anonymous 


Even though the sight distance is good in both directions, 
traffic does approach faster than one expects. Plus the road is 
very wide to cross without motorists having any kind of 
warning that there are pedestrians present. 


Anonymous 
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It is hard to see the traffic coming from the Sunrise rd side 
while crossing from the North or South due to the hill. Anonymous 


half the time cars don't yield right of way, very dangerous Anonymous 


Dangerous and challenging! Anonymous 


I have never had any issues crossing, but it is hard to cross 
during rush hour. It would be good to have a signal. Anonymous 


I have never had any issues at the crossing. I know how to 
look both ways before crossing the street. Anonymous 


The video captures the bicyclist's situation well, except at 
commute hours, traffic is much heavier, and lighting can be 
much worse. I have ridden the sidewalk from Kilgore as a 
matter of safety as White Rock is too narrow and traffic too 
heavy and fast. There is no warning at all for motorists that 
there may be bikes or pedestrians in that spot. 


Anonymous 


Hard to cross due to traffic Anonymous 


We use the south canal on a regular basis for many of our 
cycling club's group rides in order to provide relief to the 
ARBT and reduce traffic there. This crossing presents a safety 
challenge virtually every time we cross it. The other crossing 
that has the crossing with a stop light is really helpful for 
cyclists and cars. 


Anonymous 


Crossing unrestricted vehicle traffic is a challenge, and 
dangerous. Particularly during my commute in the morning 
and evening rush hours. 


Anonymous 


Most of the time, a clearing in traffic can be found to cross, but 
sometimes you have to wait awhile. With the amount of traffic 
on White Rock Road, this crossing is sometimes dangerous. 


Anonymous 


very difficult to cross with varying amounts of traffic in both 
directions. ..usually can only get halfway across and need to 
stop in the center lane to wait for a clearing for the other 
direction of traffic 


Anonymous 


Very uncomfortable crossing! Light changes to quickly! Anonymous 


Never an issue Anonymous 


Crossing is really dangerous. Anonymous 


You have to navigate traffic in both directions, it can appear to 
be clear but traffic can appear quickley on from the closest 
cross streets 


Anonymous 


Crossing can be dangerous. Traffic moves very frequently and 
unpredictably. Anonymous 


The rise in the road does make it a problem to see cars and 
tell how fast they are going. Anonymous 


Can be frustrating to try to cross, especially when riding with 
multiple riders. Anonymous 
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Have to wait for 5-10 min. Sometime car's driver get mad and 
honk when we are crossing. We need to take action for safety 
issue. I talked to city people once. Didn't do anything. Please 
consider ASAP. Thank you. 


Anonymous 


Would like to have a way to cross safely. Anonymous 


 


 


 


10.  Which would you prefer at the crossing? 


 


grade separated crossing would be best, but a signal would be more 
cost effective, although cars will run the light as they often do at the 
one on Oak Ave Pkwy in Folsom 


Anonymous 


In Elk Grove on Laguna Blvd just west of Elk Grove-Florin rd., there is 
a pedestrian crossing that only lights up when activated, and it allows 
safe crossing of the street. I'd suggest something along those lines. 


Anonymous 


Also a safety island like the Sunrise and Zinfandel crossing. Anonymous 


Anything that would allow bikers, commuters, walkers and joggers to 
cross without having to stop or worry about cars, especially at night. Anonymous 


I think a cross walk with an over-head yellow light that flashes when 
the cross walk is occupied would be a good compromise for the 
bike/ped traffic and vehicle traffic. 


humbirds@gmail.com 


Anything that provides a safe opportunity to cross. It is interesting 
there is a signal on Sunrise, a much busier street, than White Rock. I 
always found that strange. 


tosterkamp@dokkenengineering.com 


I think an overcrossing might cost too much, but if there was a signal 
similar to the one on Sunrise Blvd. just a little farther north, it would be 
much easier to cross. It would be nice to get a bike lane connecting 
White Rock to Kilgore, so that riders could detour there without taking 
a lane on White Rock. 


aaron@tweeton.com 


I'm wary of tunnels for safety reasons, so an over-crossing would be 
preferable. Anonymous 


These type of signaled crossings are quite common in other parts of 
Sacramento County. No need to go to the expense of an over/under 
crossing. 


dieseldick@sbcglobal.net 


Ether would be a huge improvement. One additonal comment: The 
signal buttons at the SUNRISE FSC Crossing are difficult to access 
for cyclist. On the east side the button need to face the FSC Path and 
on the West side the button needs to at least face the path and not 
the traffic side. Riding up on the sidewalk to press the button is also 
very scary and dangerious... 


dennisplessas@hotmail.com 


A similar crossing to the canal crossing at Sunrise would be nice at 
White Rock Road. kevin.leisher@caloes.ca.gov 


It IS a signaled crossing ... the cyclist or pedestrian just has to press 
the button and traffic will stop for their red lights. stephen.callagy@healthnet.com 


HAVING THE CARS STOP FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES anna.kula@dcss.ca.gov 
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BY HAVING A CLEARLY MARKED RIGHT OF WAY LIKE THEY 
HAVE AT SCHOOL FOR CHILDREN CROSSING. 


I think a signaled crossing is most cost effective. Thank you for 
recognizing this need and driving the solution! jason.r.grefrath@intel.com 


A signaled crossing would likely further snare traffic in that location. 
Just having a designated crosswalk painted on the road with some 
signs alerting motorists to be aware of crossings would help. An island 
in the center lane at that point would help too, similar to the island 
where the path crosses south Zinfandel. 


nbuchen@calottery.com 


At lease install flashing lights or warning signs for vehicles 
approaching the canal that peds/bikes may be crossing. Other ideas 
include painting a cross walk and installing ground flashing lights 
when someone is in the crosswalk if they activate a switch. 


sheryl78@gmail.com 


Either solution would be acceptable, but an underpass like the one at 
FSC and International DR would be preferred. jcarr@sco.ca.gov 


We also need bike lanes on white Rock.  
 
Under/over cross would be ideal. 


angel.verdugo@gmail.com 


Grade separation is safest. rgoss@folsom.ca.us 


This is probably the only dangerous crossing from Fair Oaks to 
Rancho. mark.rubin@dca.ca.gov 


Given the preference I would prefer the over/under crossing as I don't 
want to wait and sometimes, like at the sunrise crossing, people do 
not stop. I understand the cost difference though. It would be cool if 
we could get a over crossing that spanned both white rock and 
sunrise in one pass. Think swooping curved bike lane. If it weren't for 
the power lines and cost. Even throw in some steep climbs. 


e.kuiken0003@gmail.com 


The safest and less intrusive option would be under/over crossing. A 
signaled crossing would be a hassle for car traffic and ignored by 
some people (like it currently is where the canal crosses Sunrise 
Blvd.) 


orionslayer@gmail.com 


I think the best solution is a bike/ped crossing as to not annoy 
motorists. Everyone is happy tratalig@gmail.com 


The under crossing would be best but most expensive, but I would be 
happy with any improvement. davehe@vsp.com 


I don't want to impede the motor vehicle traffic, so the under/over-
crossing is my preferred option. david.safdy@gmail.com 


If you need to contact me:  
waichong@yahoo.com Anonymous 


An under/over crossing would obviously be the best and least 
disruptive to traffic. bob.gong@vsp.com 


don't like to stop traffic so a under/over pass would be preferred paul.hedglin@dca.ca.gov 


Prefer under/over-crossing since I wouldn't have to come into contact 
with vehicles at all, and vehicles wouldn't have to stop either. Anonymous 
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Under pass is better. mrobinson@calstrs.com 


The signaled crossing is a solution Rancho Cordova are using in other 
parts of the City and could work there too. ted_lenzie@dca.ca.gov 


Like the signaled crossing across Sunrise Blvd would be fine, and I'm 
thinking would be less costly. elaine.yamamoto@dca.ca.gov 


a signaled crossing would be too disruptive / angst producing from the 
driver's view. ralph.elder@calema.ca.gov 


Thank you for asking!!! sandra.opiela@vsp.com 


Over/under crossing would be wonderful! Signal would be great too, 
but I think it would cause traffic snarls during prime commute hours. lisaw@vsp.com 


Whatever method can get done quickest because the current set up is 
a blemish on a fantastic bike and ped network that Rancho Cordova 
has. 


zachbosch@gmail.com 


Any way to allow a safe crossing for peds and bikes is necessary. clayton.leek@dca.ca.gov 


Under/over crossing would be ideal, but probably too expensive. A 
signaled crossing, like the one across Sunrise, a short distance away 
(near Bedrosian's Tile) would be a big improvement. 


Anonymous 


Given cost and time involved in over or under cross, that would be 
good long term solution. Signaled crossing at trail preferred mostly b/c 
it can be completed sooner 


Anonymous 


Anything other then what it currently is... Anonymous 


1. A signal crossing is probably the most cost effective (cheapest) way 
to provide better safety at that crossing area.  
2. I'm curious if it's possible for 2 crossing buttons, 1 for walkers & 1 
for cyclists. Cyclists need less time to cross (but the signal holds up 
car traffic much longer than needed). 


Anonymous 


Similar to the crossing at White Roock, or at least a Mirror to enable 
seeing the Sunrise traffic. Anonymous 


Anything would be safer than what is there. larrysherwood@msn.com 


The best would be an overcrossing. If not that, my 2nd choice would 
be an undercrossing. If we can't get the 2nd choice, the next best 
would be a signaled crossing (though this would generate a little more 
vehicle traffic than the over/under crossing). Doing nothing with this 
intersection is an accident waiting to happen. 


cory.jang@dca.ca.gov 


An under/over crossing would be highly preferred but understand cost 
may make it more feasible to add a signaled crossing. Anonymous 


An under or over crossing sounds too expensive, a signaled crossing 
seems like it could work. Anonymous 


PART 3  
This of course meant I was breaking the law AND riding on the wrong 
side of the road. I also had to be really careful crossing the other 
streets that had stop signs since I was looking for traffic on my left and 
traffic turning from my right. Not ideal either, same amount of risk, just 
a bit faster. (Have frequently found people forget to stop at signaled 


corylauracory@gmail.com 
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cross on Sunrise, over/under crossing is safer.) 


An under/over-crossing would be the best but I realize is probably 
also the most expensive solution. I suppose a signaled crossing would 
be the next best alternative. 


Anonymous 


As cost effective as possible making it as safe a reasonably possible. 


As the trail crosses Sunrise. 


Great topic and survey, Thank you. 


This will make it better and safer fro future riders and this will 
encourage trail use for all ages etc. as the population grows. 


Anonymous 


Pretty much anything will be an improvement in safety at this 
crossing. Even some signage, better lighting, and a flashing yellow 
light would be better. Thanks for doing this survey! 


Anonymous 


At the very least, a signaled crossing is needed. Anonymous 


something needs to be done to ensure safety for those using this trail. 
..and soon Anonymous 


Keep it cheap and simple. Anonymous 


Safety always First. Anonymous 


Do not Want to stop traffic overpass is better Anonymous 
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Rancho Cordova  Health Analysis 


Description: Crossing of White Rock Rd, just east of Sunrise 
Trail crossing for bike and ped over 6 lane road; median refuge; activated signal 
Commercial; shopping; schools (six schools in Rancho Cordova that meet free and reduced hot lunch 
thresholds) 


Health status 
Physical activity 


● In the zip code surrounding the project intersection (95670), 30.2% of adults meet the CDC
recommended amount of physical activity (150 minutes per week) through walking alone.


○ Compare to 33% in California (CHIS NE, 20112012)
● Students in the schools near the project intersection (95670) fall behind in fitness compared to the


rest of the school district. Percentage of students who are in the Healthy Fitness Zone (HFZ) are
listed in the table below. (HFZ are Standards established by The Cooper Institute that represent
levels of fitness that offer some degree of protection against diseases that can result from sedentary
living) (Data Quest, 20142015)


Healthy Fitness Zone 
(Data Quest 201415) 


% Grade 5 in HFZ  % Grade 7 in HFZ  % Grade 9 in HFZ 


FolsomCordova Unified  70.20%  70.60%  68.50% 


Williamson Elementary  64.70% 


WE Mitchell Middle  58.50% 


Rancho Cordova 
Elementary 


62% 


Peter J Shields Elementary  61.80% 


Cordova High  59.20% 


Chronic disease 
● 6.8% of adults in the zip codes within 3 miles of the project intersection have ever been diagnosed


with cardiovascular disease
○ Compare to 5.9% in Rancho Cordova (CHIS NE, 20112012)


● 7.8% of adults in the zip codes within 3 miles of the project intersection have ever been diagnosed
with diabetes


○ Compare to 7.6% in Rancho Cordova (CHIS NE, 20112012)
● Lack of physical activity increases the risk of cardiovascular disease and diabetes


Benefits 
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● The crossing improvements connect the residential area south of the intersection to shopping in
Zinfandel Plaza, White Rock Business Park, and schools located north of intersection, and
eliminates a barrier to accessing these destinations by foot or bike.


● Residents will be more likely to bike or walk, which will increase their daily physical activity levels
and help prevent cardiovascular disease and diabetes.


● Active daily transportation that incorporates bicycling or walking is associated with an overall 11
percent reduction in cardiovascular risk, and children who bicycle at least twice a week are less
likely to be overweight than their peers.  1 2


● As walking and bicycling to school become more popular and normal activities, students and their
families are likely to increase the walking and bicycling trips they take for other purposes as their
confidence and knowledge of comfortable routes increases.3


Additional resources for benefits at 
https://docs.google.com/a/altaplanning.com/document/d/117DdT9EZ2oNq2xymZkFIZI1VE2lbzOE61r0i
XPnp3QU/edit?usp=sharing  


1 Hamer, M., and Y. Chida. 2007. Active commuting and cardiovascular risk: A metaanalytic review. 
Preventive Medicine, 46, 91. 
2 Dudas, R., and M. Crocetti. 2008. Association of bicycling and childhood overweight status. 
Ambulatory Pediatrics, 8, 392395. 
3 Dollman, J., and J. Lewis. 2007. Active transport to school as part of a broader habit of walking and 
cycling among South Australian youth. Pediatric Exercise Science, 19, 43643 
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CHIS NE


California Sacramento CountyRancho Cordova95670


Indicators % % % %


Obese (BMI &ge; 30) (18+) 24.80% 28.50% 30.70% 30.10%


Overweight for age  (weight &ge; 95th percentile) (2-11) 13.60% 8.10% NA NA


Overweight or obese (BMI &ge; 85th percentile) (12-17) 32.40% 30.20% NA NA


California Percent


Grade 5 40.3%
Grade 7 38.5%
Grade 9 36.0%


Sacramento County Percent


Grade 5 37.6%
Grade 7 35.4%
Grade 9 35.4%


Folsom-Cordova Unified (School District) Percent


Grade 5 29.8%
Grade 7 29.4%
Grade 9 31.5%


Students Who Are Overweight or Obese, by Grade Level: 2015
Grade Level: All


Definition: Percentage of public school students in grades 5, 7, and 9 with body composition scores above the Healthy Fitness Zone of the Fitnessgram assessment (e.g., 40.3% of 5th graders in California public schools were overweight or obese in 2015).


Data Source: As cited on kidsdata.org, California Dept. of Education, Physical Fitness Testing Research Files (Dec. 2015).
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2365 Iron Point Road, Ste. 300, Folsom, CA  95630 


 
June 8, 2016 
 
SUBJECT: City of Rancho Cordova, California  
 Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing Improvements at White Rock Rd 
 ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application Support 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my support for the City of Rancho Cordova’s 
Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing Improvements at White Rock Rd Project.  The 50 
Corridor TMA supports Rancho Cordova’s efforts to improve the city’s walking and biking 
environment with this grant request. 
 
I am a strong supporter of bicycling and walking, both in Rancho Cordova and 
throughout Sacramento County. The City of Rancho Cordova’s Folsom South Canal Trail 
Crossing Improvements at White Rock Rd Project will facilitate both bicycle and 
pedestrian activity to and through Rancho Cordova and provide a unique opportunity to 
improve safety and connectivity for all users as well as the continuity this community. 
 
In addition, the bikeway component ties into a regional bikeway system that includes 
connections into neighboring communities and connections to the City of Folsom. These 
projects promise to be a highlight of the City of Rancho Cordova’s many planned 
improvements. 
 
Please join me in my support for both the Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing 
Improvements at White Rock Rd Project and the corresponding ATP grant applications. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


Rebecca 
 
Rebecca Garrison 
Executive Director 
 
 
 
916-812-5678 (ph)                                                     www.50corridor.com
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SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Collisions: 82
Total # of Killed/Injured Victims: 87
Total # of Ped Collisions: 82


Selected Factors


Number of Collisions by Type of Collision


Number of Collisions by Collision Severity


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Date: 01/01/2009  12/31/2014
County: Sacramento 
City: Rancho Cordova


Type of Collision
G  Vehicle/Pedestrian 


Motor Vehicle Involved with
B  Pedestrian
G  Bicycle
  Not Stated


  Pedestrian Action
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at Intersection
C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not at Intersection
D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk
E  In Road, Including Shoulder
F  Not in Road
G  Approaching/Leaving School Bus
  Not Stated


A  HeadOn 0 0%
B  Sideswipe 0 0%
C  Rear End 0 0%
D  Broadside 0 0%
E  Hit Object 0 0%
F  Overturned 0 0%
G  Vehicle/Pedestrian 82 100%
H  Other 0 0%
  Not Stated 0 0%


Type of Collision G  Vehicle/Pedestrian


100%


1  Fatal 7 8.5%
2  Injury (Severe) 14 17.1%
3  Injury (Other Visible) 22 26.8%
4  Injury (Complaint of Pain) 39 47.6%


Collision Severity
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  Megan Johnson
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1  Fatal
2  Injury (Severe)
3  Injury (Other Visible)
4  Injury (Complaint of
Pain)


8.5%


17.1%


01  Driving or Bicycling Under the Influence of Alcohol or
Drug 0 0%


02  Impeding Traffic 0 0%
03  Unsafe Speed 2 2.4%
04  Following Too Closely 0 0%
05  Wrong Side of Road 0 0%
06  Improper Passing 0 0%
07  Unsafe Lane Change 0 0%
08  Improper Turning 4 4.9%
09  Automobile Right of Way 4 4.9%
10  Pedestrian Right of Way 15 18.3%
11  Pedestrian Violation 37 45.1%
12  Traffic Signals and Signs 6 7.3%
13  Hazardous Parking 0 0%
14  Lights 0 0%
15  Brakes 0 0%
16  Other Equipment 1 1.2%
17  Other Hazardous Violation 3 3.7%
18  Other Than Driver (or Pedestrian) 0 0%
19  0 0%
20  0 0%
21  Unsafe Starting or Backing 2 2.4%
22  Other Improper Driving 2 2.4%
23  Pedestrian or Other Under the Influence of Alcohol or
Drug 0 0%


24  Fell Asleep 0 0%
00  Unknown 4 4.9%
  Not Stated 2 2.4%


PCF Violation
1  Monday 17 20.7%
2  Tuesday 15 18.3%
3  Wednesday 11 13.4%
4  Thursday 10 12.2%
5  Friday 10 12.2%
6  Saturday 11 13.4%
7  Sunday 8 9.8%


Day of Week


Yes 7 8.5%
No 0 0%


Alcohol Involved


Yes 11 13.4%
No 71 86.6%


State Highway


Bicycle Collision 0 0%
Motorcycle Collision 3 3.7%
Pedestrian Collision 82 100%
Truck Collision 0 0%


Vehicle Involvement


A  Daylight 36 43.9%
B  Dusk  Dawn 7 8.5%
C  Dark  Street Lights 30 36.6%
D  Dark  No Street Lights 7 8.5%
E  Dark  Street Lights Not
Functioning 2 2.4%


  Not Stated 0 0%


Lighting
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Total # of Ped Collisions: 82
# of Pedestrians Killed: 7, # of Pedestrians Injured: 75


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 16 19.5%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 4 4.9%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 2 2.4%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


7 8.5%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 5 6.1%


Driving on sidewalk, except when permitted. 2 2.4%
Public or private property, yield to approaching traffic so
close as to constitute an immediate hazard. 3 3.7%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 1.2%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 4 4.9%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 1 1.2%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 5 6.1%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 2 2.4%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 20 24.4%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 29 35.4%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 4 4.9%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 22 26.8%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 15 18.3%


F  Not in Road 12 14.6%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 0 0%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 36 43.9%
B  Dusk  Dawn 7 8.5%
C  Dark  Street Lights 30 36.6%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 7 8.5%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 2 2.4%


  Not Stated 0 0%


Lighting
A  Clear 69 84.1%
B  Cloudy 9 11%
C  Raining 4 4.9%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 0 0%


Weather
F  Felony 12 14.6%
M  Misdemeanor 2 2.4%
N  Not Hit and Run 68 82.9%


Hit And Run


M  Male 50 61%
F  Female 35 42.7%
  Not Stated 2 2.4%


Victim Gender
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Chapter 1: Building a Sustainable System


The following is a brief summary of 
the major planning initiatives that 
have provided the foundation for 
this plan.


Sacramento Region Blueprint


After a thorough analysis and 
community discussions about the 
trade-offs of growing through 
2050, according to a business-
as-usual pattern versus three 
alternative scenarios informed 
by residents, this two-year sce-
nario planning and engagement 
process resulted in the SACOG 
board’s unanimous adoption of the 
Sacramento Region Blueprint in 
December 2004. In many ways, the 
Blueprint fundamentally changed 
the region’s future. 


The Sacramento Region Blue-
print planning process was based 
on two basic strategies: 1) develop 
the best scientific, objective 
information available about the 
cause-and-effect relationships 
between land use patterns, travel 
behavior, and external effects 
such as air quality; and 2) actively 
engage a broad base of residents 
and stakeholders with this infor-
mation and seek their opinions on 
how they wanted their neighbor-
hoods, communities, and region 
to grow. This collaborative effort 
brought together policy makers 
with residents, community groups, 
and private business to consider 
the broadest view of the future 
needs of the region and needs for 


the transportation system. Using 
these strategies, SACOG quickly 
earned local, statewide, and 
national recognition for its best-in-
class data and analysis and public 
engagement techniques.


Much of the analysis and public 
discussion during the Sacramento 
Region Blueprint process focused 
on what types of housing stock 
the future residents of the region 
would prefer. A demographic fore-
cast produced the startling finding 
that two-thirds of the region’s 
growth through 2050 would be 
in households headed by peo-
ple 55 years and older. A housing 
preference survey of current res-
idents concluded that two-thirds 
of the current population age 55 
and older in the region preferred 
housing options that were scarce 
in the region at the time—attached 
for-sale or rental, and small-lot sin-
gle family detached housing. The 
Sacramento Region Blueprint also 
focused on the impacts of inte-
grating rather than segregating 
different kinds of land uses (i.e., 
locating housing near job centers, 
schools, shopping and recreation). 
Dozens of interactive public work-
shops with over 5,000 people 
identified high levels of support for 
mixed-use development patterns 
that contained significant amounts 
of more compact housing patterns. 
A random sample public attitude 
survey confirmed these prefer-
ences.


As part of this process, SACOG 
built several project modeling and 
analysis tools, and assembled the 
first parcel-level Geographic Infor-
mation System (GIS) database for 
the region. The resulting analysis 
clearly demonstrated that mixed 
land use patterns, when paired 
with supportive transportation 
investments, would significantly 
reduce the length of vehicle trips; 
increase transit, walk and bike 
trips; substantially reduce the 
conversion of agricultural, natural 
resource and open space lands to 
urban development; and result in 
fewer air emissions than the his-
torical growth pattern. Out of this 
information-based, inclusive public 
process, a clear consensus among 
residents throughout the region 
and the SACOG Board of Directors 
emerged to fundamentally change 
the way the Sacramento region 
would grow in the future.


In 2004, the SACOG board 
adopted the Sacramento Region 
Blueprint map with areas best 
suited for future housing and 
employment growth through 2050, 
as well as future lands needed for 
growth after 2050, and the fol-
lowing seven Blueprint growth 
principles: 


• provide a variety of transpor-
tation choices;


• offer housing choices and 
opportunities;


• use existing assets;
• take advantage of compact 


development;


Foundational Planning Initiatives



nickaguilera

Highlight



nickaguilera

Highlight







19


Chapter 2: Planning Process


What Federal and State Requirements Must Be Met?


Federal statutes require adherence to eight planning 
objectives in the development of regional transporta-
tion plans:


• support economic vitality of the region,
• increase the safety of the system,
• increase the security of the system,
• increase accessibility and mobility options for peo-


ple and freight,
• protect and enhance the environment and quality 


of life,
• improve integration and connection among modes 


for people and freight,
• promote efficient system management and oper-


ations, and
• emphasize preservation of the existing system.


All of these federal objectives coincide with the adopted 
goals in the plan and thus have been considered in 
defining the policies, strategies, and projects for the 
plan. The 2016 MTP/SCS is also consistent with other 
plans and regulations. Detailed descriptions of the fol-
lowing plans and regulations are found in Appendix G-7 
— Regulatory Framework for the MTP/SCS:


• The plan is consistent with the transportation 
plans of adjacent regions, short-range transit 
plans, air quality plans, airport plans, and plans for 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS).


• The plan is consistent with the California Trans-
portation Plan, a statewide document with policies 
that should be followed in all regional transpor-
tation plans. The California Transportation Plan 
(CTP) provides a long-range policy framework 
to meet the state’s mobility needs and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. The CTP defines goals, 
performance based policies, and strategies to 
achieve the state’s collective vision for California’s 
future statewide, integrated, multimodal transpor-
tation system.


• The plan must conform to the federal Clean Air 
Act, which requires demonstration that emissions 
from transportation activities in the plan decline 
steadily until a date by which federal clean air 
standards must be reached in the region.


• The plan is consistent with the California Clean 
Air Act, a state regulation that specifies air quality 
management strategies that must be adopted.


• The plan is consistent with the California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA), through the 
development of an environmental impact report 
(EIR) that documents impacts and mitigation 
issues for the region.


• The plan is consistent with the Coordinated 
Human Services Transportation Plan (CHSTP) 
and CHSTP recommendations consistent with the 
environmental justice analysis described in Chap-
ter 8 — Equity and Choice.


• The plan includes access to interregional trans-
portation, such as Amtrak stations, freight rail 
yards, airports, and the Port of West Sacramento, 
but does not include planning for those systems, 
which are owned and operated by other entities.


• The plan meets the requirements of Senate  
Bill 375.


• The plan meets the requirements of the Sacra-
mento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009. 


• The plan meets the requirements of Title VI, 
California Government Code Section 11135, and 
environmental justice orders as described in Chap-
ter 8 — Equity and Choice.
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Chapter 4: Summary of Budget and Investments


• Operational improvements to improve rail service 
frequencies. 


• Renovation and reconfiguration of the Sacramento 
Amtrak station (also called the Sacramento Valley 
Station) as a central intermodal facility for bus and 
rail connections. Project elements include moving 
and renovation of the old Southern Pacific depot 
and building new sidewalks, a parking garage and 
improved freeway ramps.


• Increased transit security (patrols, lighting, etc.) 
and trash collection to enhance the attractiveness 
of transit travel.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Investments


Emphasis on a network of complete streets and 
corridors between and within the communities in 
the region.
In addition to “complete street” investments described 
earlier, the MTP/SCS includes $2.8 billion ($3.6 billion 
YOE) in direct investments for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. 


Types of bicycle and pedestrian projects in the MTP/
SCS:


• Sidewalk network extensions in neighborhoods, 
with segments widened where needed. 


• Pedestrian bridges and pedestrian intersec-
tion improvements that include ADA-compatible 
ramps, bulb-outs and special crossing signals.


• Bike lanes on more neighborhood and major 
streets. 


• Multi-use bike/pedestrian trails (off-street, 
grade-separated) that offer residents the opportu-
nity to make utilitarian and leisure trips separated 
from vehicular traffic.


• Bike facilities (racks, lockers, restrooms) at major 
transit stops/hubs (light rail, BRT, etc.) and at key 
activity centers (downtown Sacramento, shopping 
malls, large office complexes, etc.)


Projects reflecting the range of bicycle and pedestrian 
investments in the MTP/SCS are listed in the Regional 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master 
Plan). This document provides the framework to sup-
port a regional pedestrian and bikeway network. The 


Master Plan provides a summary of planned bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure projects in each jurisdiction, 
and among multiple jurisdictions. The goal is to develop 
a connected system of facilities that provide safe and 
convenient bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout 
the region. The development of the regional network is 
oriented towards utilitarian trips and emphasizes con-
nectivity to current facilities and connections to transit 
systems and key destinations. 


The Master Plan was adopted by the SACOG Board in 
2003 and last amended in early 2015. The Master Plan 
also guides the long-term priorities for the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Funding Program (Funding Program). Proj-
ects identified in this plan will serve as the main list of 
projects eligible to receive funding through the Funding 
Program. The Master Plan and the corresponding Fund-
ing Program’s emphases are to provide infrastructure 
for walking and bicycling within and between the cities 
and towns of the six-county region.


Programs, Planning, and Operations


The plan supports $1.7 billion ($2.3 billion YOE)  
in funding for supplementary programs and plan-
ning efforts.
Example programs and planning and operations proj-
ects include:


• Community Design: Seed funding to encourage 
smart-growth development projects complemen-
tary to the MTP/SCS that may otherwise not 
happen. 


• Air Quality Improvement Programs: Current fund-
ing focuses on Transportation Control Measures 
(TCMs) that sunset in 2018. Existing TCMs include 
the Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Trans-
portation (SECAT) grant program for replacing or 
retrofitting diesel engines and trucks, and Spare 
the Air programs to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
on bad air days. Active efforts are underway to 
identify air quality improvement programs beyond 
2018 that offer strong performance benefits.


• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): With a 
focus on cost-effective operational improvements, 
future ITS investments are important strategies 
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Chapter 5C: Transit, Bicycling, and Walking Trends and Performance  


The Current Bicycle and Pedestrian System


Many Sacramento region residents walk or bicycle for 
some of their travel. The majority of trips are short—five 
miles or less—and of a distance that is bikeable or walk-
able for many people. The region is home both to people 
who depend on walking and/or bicycling for some or all 
of their trips, and to many choice cyclists and pedes-
trians— people with a car available but who choose to 
walk or bike to work and other destinations. The rise of 
bicycling’s popularity, increasing gas prices and parking 
costs, and heightened health and environmental aware-
ness have contributed to the larger number of people 
biking or walking in place of driving. 


Increasing the quantity of supportive infrastructure 
is essential to supporting bicycle and pedestrian travel. 
Because inactivity is a significant factor in obesity and 
many diseases, creating opportunities for people to 
incorporate walking and biking into everyday travel is 
also important to improving public health. According to 
the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 55 
percent of U.S. adults in do not meet recommended 
activity guidelines, and approximately 25 percent 
report being completely inactive.1 One study found that 
43 percent of people with safe places to walk within 10 
minutes of home met recommended activity levels; and 
that only 27 percent of people without safe places to 
walk met the recommendation. Another found that res-
idents in neighborhoods with sidewalks are 65 percent 
more likely to walk. 


Residents are more likely to walk and bike for trans-
portation when there are continuous networks of 
sidewalks and bicycle lanes or trails. There are currently 
nearly 2,000 miles of bicycle routes in the region in 
both urban areas and outside of urbanized boundaries 
in small urban or rural areas. Bicycle facilities in rural 
areas allow for both utilitarian and recreational bicycle 
trips. 


About 50–60 percent of existing roads in the 
urbanized area have no sidewalks, most commonly in 
suburban areas that were not built as large subdivisions. 
This share is even higher in rural areas. The federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandates that 


1 National Complete Streets Coalition, http://www.sacog.org/com-


plete-streets/toolkit/files/docs/ NCSC_CS Promote Good Health.pdf


disabled persons must be able to access the transpor-
tation system, including streets, roads, and walkways. 
Under the ADA, public agencies are required to prepare 
transition plans showing how they intend to provide for 
this access. Plans have been completed by the cities of 
Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Galt, and Rancho Cordova, 
and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, and 
they are now gradually funding and building projects 
to implement their plans. The plans include a schedule 
for providing curb ramps at intersections and access 
improvements on public walkways. 


Pedestrian and bicycle access also affects the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of transit service, as most 
transit trips involve walking or cycling at one or both 
ends. Commuters are more likely to take transit if they 
can easily walk or bike from their home or worksite to a 
transit stop or station. As a result, walking and cycling 
infrastructure improvements are often an effective way 
to support transit use. Good intermodal connections, 
such as convenient park-and-ride locations, on-board 
bike racks, secure bicycle parking, safe and pleasant 
access routes, and shortcuts can enhance the appeal of 
both non-motorized and transit modes. Creating Safe 
Routes to Transit is a priority for the region. In 2006, 
SACOG studied bicycle access to light rail and deter-
mined that improving and promoting bike access to 
transit stations would dramatically increase the pool of 
transit riders and provide a variety of community ben-
efits.
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Chapter 5C: Transit, Bicycling, and Walking Trends and Performance  


MTP/SCS Changes to the Non-Motorized 
Transportation System


The MTP/SCS provides $2.8 billion for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and assumes that another 
nearly $600 million, or about five percent of the road 
maintenance and rehabilitation budget, will also be 
spent on bicycles and pedestrians as part of major 
rehabilitation projects. 


The MTP/SCS envisions a larger and more complete 
bicycle and pedestrian network that will provide greater 
mobility through walking and biking and associated 
transit use. It contains:


• 116 percent more miles of bicycle trails and 126 
percent more miles of bicycle lanes than in 2012; 


• Road investments that include bicycle and pedes-
trian components such as striping and signage, 
sidewalk gap closures, ADA retrofits, and intersec-
tion improvements; and 


• An emphasis on complete street connections 
within and between cities and to transit and school 
facilities. 


In addition to funding for bicycle projects and programs 
throughout the region, SACOG strongly encourages 
complete streets. Complete streets provide infrastruc-
ture and account for all users of the roadway, including 
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 
SACOG has developed a Complete Streets Resource 
Toolkit, available at www.sacog.org/complete, to help 
member agencies and members of the public under-
stand, design, and implement complete streets. 


SACOG has recently begun the development of a bike 
share program. Bike share is a membership program 
where anyone can pick up a bike from a bike station and 
return it to another, making trips on bike fast and easy. 
Bike share provides people with easy access to bikes. 
Currently, the project proposes to install and operate 
a pilot system of 88 stations and 616 bikes serving the 
cities of Sacramento, West Sacramento, and Davis.


Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are often built by 
local agencies as part of other capital projects. Many 
road projects are not classified specifically as bicycle 
and pedestrian facility projects because they serve mul-
tiple purposes, such as moving utilities underground 
or adding shoulders for motor vehicle safety and are 
funded within other programs. For example, bicycle and 


pedestrian paths can be included in recreation, public 
health, or transit budgets, developer impact fee pro-
grams, or the state’s Safe Routes to Schools program.


Developers of new areas are also expected to pro-
vide high-quality bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
part of the basic public infrastructure. However, good 
connections can be frustrated by cul-de-sacs and gated 
or walled neighborhoods. Creating cut-throughs and 
other connections are a priority in the Regional Bicy-
cle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan, adopted in June 
2011.


As described in Chapter 10 Financial Stewardship, the 
State’s new Affordable Housing & Sustainable Commu-
nities grant program presents an opportunity to capture 
additional funding for complete streets projects along 
roadways that also have maintenance and rehabilita-
tion needs. Incorporating complete streets elements 
into road maintenance and rehabilitation projects can 
greatly increase the coverage and connectivity of facil-
ities for bicyclists and pedestrians.


Additional options for making improvements are 
stand-alone bicycle or pedestrian improvement 
projects. Examples of stand-alone projects include: con-
struction of new Class 1 bicycle paths; expansion of the 
Class 2 bicycle lane system, and construction of pedes-
trian bridges and other gap closure projects dedicated 
to pedestrians; construction of new Class 4 bikeways 
(also known as “cycletrack”). This could include pack-
ages of small-scale improvements to be included in 
implementation of the Safe Routes to Schools program 
within the region.


Table 5C.4 provides a tabulation of the estimate of 
bicycle route mileage of different types included in the 
MTP/SCS. 


• Class 1 routes are exclusively for the use of bicy-
cles and pedestrians. An example of a Class 1 
facility in the region is the American River Park-
way bicycle trail.


• Class 2 routes are painted bike lanes on roadways 
that also accommodate private vehicles, transit 
vehicles, and commercial vehicles in the marked 
vehicle lanes, and pedestrians and transit passen-
gers on adjacent sidewalks.


The MTP/SCS would more-than-double the route mile-
age of Class 1 and Class 2 facilities. On a per capita basis, 
Class 1 route mileage, which was about 21.1 miles per 
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Chapter 5C: Transit, Bicycling, and Walking Trends and Performance  


Key Factors Influencing Increasing Transit and 
Non-Motorized Travel


Three of the most important factors in increasing tran-
sit use, bicycling and walking are:


• Improvements in Mix of Land Uses—Most areas 
within the region improve to some degree in the 
balance of complementary land uses (see Table 
5A.2 in Chapter 5A). This allows for a higher share 
of wants and needs to be met closer to a place of 
residence, which in turn allows for shortening of 
vehicle trips and creates more opportunities for 
non-motorized travel.


• Improvements to Transit Service—The overall 
increase in transit service (nearly doubling in total, 
and increasing by 59 percent on a per capita basis) 
plus the reduction in distance to the nearest tran-
sit station/stop (0.61 miles to 0.54 miles) play a big 
part in the increase in transit mode share. Addi-
tionally, the fact that transit service was added in 
areas with good supporting land uses magnifies 
the effects of the additional services. 


• Improvements in Bicycle System—The overall 
increase in Class 1 and Class 2 bike route mileage 
means that options for bicycling are expanded rel-
ative to 2012. The selection of bike route projects 
in the MTP/SCS which fill in key gaps and provide 
new connections also magnifies their effects on 
increasing bicycle ridership.


• Improvements to Street Pattern and Walkability—
Intersection density (the main generic indicator 
of street pattern used in land use /transportation 
research) declines slightly, on average (see Table 
5A.2 in Chapter 5A). However, many projects in 
the MTP/SCS that do not affect street pattern 
will also have an impact on walkability. Many com-
plete streets projects include pedestrian or bicycle 
enhancements that make walking and biking more 
attractive. 


In addition to these policy-based factors, the following 
external factors influence the rates of transit, biking 
and walking to some degree: aging of the population, 
which is likely to reduce the overall rate of bicycling 
and walking for travel; and assumed increases in auto 
operating costs, driven by higher fuel prices expected in 
the future, that make non-auto modes more attractive 
relative to driving. 


Transit System 
Productivity
Although system efficiency and productivity have 
always been goals of transportation planning and proj-
ect delivery, the recent precipitous declines in public 
revenues to support public transit have put a much 
higher level of emphasis and concern on how well uti-
lized are the transit investments in the MTP/SCS. This 
section describes the increases in the productivity of 
the transit system resulting from the MTP/SCS while 
Chapter 10: Financial Stewardship discusses in more 
detail the issues with transit operations and capital 
funding. 


For transit, overall system productivity is usually 
measured by the passenger boardings per service hour 
provided. The more productive a route or system is, the 
more passengers will board per unit of service provided. 
This is the most commonly used productivity-tracking 
metric in the transit industry and is routinely computed 
by most transit operators.


System productivity is a good basic measure of the 
relative benefit provided by a transit investment. All 
other things being equal, higher system productiv-
ity indicates a more efficient system. However, this 
measure should not be confused with a full-blown 
cost-effectiveness measure. In order to determine that 
the MTP/SCS transit is the most cost-effective set of 
investments, costs of delivering transit service would 
need to be included in the calculation, as well as valua-
tions of benefit of transit passenger boardings. Finally, 
cost-effectiveness requires comparison to other poten-
tial ways of delivering transportation benefits, either 
other forms of transit or other modes of travel. 
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Chapter 6: Policies and Supportive Strategies


2. Policy: Educate and provide information to 
policymakers, local staff, and the public about 
the mutually supportive relationship between 
smart growth development, transportation, 
and resource conservation.


2.1. Strategy: Provide computer software, training and 
technical assistance to local governments.


2.2. Strategy: Monitor and report on the transporta-
tion and air quality impacts of development patterns 
and their relationship to Blueprint growth principles.


2.3. Strategy: Monitor and report on commute pat-
terns for all modes, traffic levels, and transit use and 
bicycle and pedestrian mode share compared with the 
projections in this MTP/SCS.


2.4. Strategy: Develop educational materials to 
inform local discussions, particularly in urban and sub-
urban infill areas, about neighborhood travel behavior, 
health and the effects of higher density on traffic, tran-
sit, walking and bicycling.


2.5. Strategy: Continue to develop and apply health 
and social equity analysis methods and performance 
measures to help inform MTP/SCS updates and local 
discussions on development patterns, including trans-
portation performance measures and opportunities 
related to accessibility, equity, public health and youth. 


2.6. Strategy: Assist with mapping and coordination 
between SACOG, transit, and health and human ser-
vice providers on transit planning and siting of lifeline 
services needing transit access. Develop educational 
materials and life-cycle methodology on public facility 
planning that incorporates the costs of extending tran-
sit service to locations outside existing transit corridors. 


2.7 Strategy: During the scoping phase, review trans-
portation projects using appropriate and available 
project-level analysis tools to assess whether they 
foster transportation choices, improve local commu-
nity circulation and provide access to opportunities or 
divide communities, and either avoid or mitigate nega-
tive impacts (including those to public health, safety, air 
quality, housing and the environment).


2.8. Strategy: Continue Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) efforts that promote good land use planning 
around airports, minimize public safety hazards, and 
support the utility of each airport.


2.9 Strategy: Strengthen SACOG’s modeling tools 


with the development of an economic land use model 
based on the PECAS framework. This model may sup-
port regional economic development efforts and inform 
a wide range of MTP/SCS efforts, including jobs-hous-
ing fit (i.e., the relationship between housing costs and 
wages around an employment center), infill incentives, 
congestion and parking pricing, and transportation 
project phasing. 


2.10 Strategy: Provide technical analysis and educa-
tion to inform policy and decision makers, local staff, 
and regional stakeholders about the benefits of stra-
tegic growth management on the region’s open space 
resources and the economic and environmental bene-
fits they provide.


3. Policy: SACOG encourages local 
jurisdictions in developing community activity 
centers well-suited for high-quality transit 
service and complete streets.


3.1. Strategy: Support development proposals that are 
well-suited and located to support high-quality transit 
use in Transit Priority Areas, or walkable communities, 
through Blueprint analysis.


3.2. Strategy: Continue to identify best practices 
for complete streets, continue to add to the Complete 
Streets Toolkit, and initiate a technical assistance pro-
gram to help local agencies develop street designs that 
are sensitive to their surroundings and context.


3.3. Strategy: Establish regional guidance for tran-
sit-oriented development.


3.4. Strategy: Support efforts by transit agencies and 
local governments to site and design transit centers 
and stations close to economic centers and neighbor-
hoods and to expand park-and-ride facilities at a few 
key stations.


3.5. Strategy: Encourage local agencies to develop an 
interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and walk-
ways that support a more compact development form; 
avoid building new circulation barriers; accommodate 
safe travel for all users; and provide connections across 
creeks, freeways and high-speed/high volume arterials 
and through existing gated communities, walls and cul-
de-sacs to access schools, activity centers and transit 
stops.
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Chapter 8: Equity and Choice


Given the site-specific nature of exposure risk and 
available mitigation strategies, it is likely that the pop-
ulation that may experience exposure risk is even less 
than the 3 percent of the population in SACOG’s analy-
sis. In addition, of the small number of residents within 
the buffer zone in LIHM and Non-LIHM Areas, it is likely 
that the population is diverse in ethnicity and income 
level, especially by 2036. Trends will likely continue 
to geographically decentralize the concentrations of 
LIHM populations compared to today; the inherent lim-
itations in estimating impacts on LIHM compared with 
Non-LIHM populations in 2036, together with SACOG’s 
inability to project the location of the new population 
within these two categories, likely mean that these data 
over-state the differences between LIHM and Non-LIHM 
populations for exposure to air contaminants. SACOG 
still has no way of further quantifying these effects at 
this time. 


Freeway and major roadway exposure as a perfor-
mance measure is a step towards identifying the effects 
on LIHM and Non-LIHM Areas of environmental hazards. 
The Air Resources Board has also developed guidance 
for siting sensitive receptors near other permitted 
sources of toxic air contaminants, such as chrome plat-
ing operations, dry cleaners using perchloroethylene, 
petroleum refineries, and large gasoline dispensing 
facilities. SACOG is also seeking to identify these uses 
in the region and the potential for exposure. SACOG 
plans to expand its capacity to analyze environmental 
hazards and infill tradeoffs in future MTP/SCS. 


Roads and Related Improvements


Road projects in the MTP/SCS are located throughout 
the region and are not disproportionately concentrated 
in LIHM Areas. Figure 8.12 illustrates the key road proj-
ects overlaid on LIHM and non-LIHM Areas. Due to 
funding shortfalls, the MTP/SCS reduces funds for road 
capacity investments by 9 percent per capita from the 
level in the 2012 MTP, while increasing road mainte-
nance/rehabilitation and bicycle/pedestrian funding by 
20 and 12 percent, respectively. It is important to note 
that because a portion of funds are categorical, not all 
projects that will be funded over the life of the plan can 
be mapped.


The MTP/SCS supports complete streets and invest-
ments in bicycle and pedestrian facilities. As discussed 
in Chapter 4, bike and pedestrian improvements are 
funded both directly and indirectly in the MTP/SCS. 
While $2.8 billion is included specifically for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, including bicycle trails, side-
walks, ADA retrofits, and supporting facilities, SACOG 
encourages member agencies to consider all users in 
the planning, construction, operation, and maintenance 
of any transportation projects contained in the plan. 


Sample MTP/SCS road projects that benefit LIHM 
Areas include: 


City of Citrus Heights
Rehabilitation and complete street improvement of 
Antelope Road, Auburn Blvd., and Greenback Lane, 
including ADA, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. 


City of Elk Grove
Implementation of Project AWARE (Advancing Walk 
and Roll Environments) to identify needed roadway 
improvements to support students walking and biking 
safely to multiple schools in the city. 


City of Lincoln
Improvements to Lincoln Boulevard, the city’s main 
street, between First St. and McBean Park Dr. to provide 
a more pedestrian, bicycle- and Neighborhood Electric 
Vehicle (NEV)-friendly environment, including wider 
sidewalks, crosswalks, intersection bulb-outs, and Class 
2 bike/NEV lanes.


City of Live Oak
Numerous road rehabilitation and streetscape improve-
ment projects to support community redevelopment, 
including drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes. 


City of Marysville
Planning and infrastructure projects to improve safe 
bicyle and pedestrian routes to various local schools.
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A complete list of projects is in Appendix A-1 – Project 
List. 


As a result of the MTP/SCS land use pattern and road-
way, bike and pedestrian facility investments, walking 
and bicycling are expected to increase as a mode share 
in the region in both LIHM and Non-LIHM Areas, as 
shown in Table 8.12. 


Table 8.12  
Bike and Walk Mode Share in the SACOG 
Region, 2012 & 2036


Area


2012 Bicycle and 


Walk Mode Share


2036 Bicycle and 


Walk Mode Share


LIHM Areas 13.2% 15.5%


Non-LIHM Areas 7.5% 8.4%


Title VI Analysis
While environmental justice is a principle for federal 
agencies to ensure their programs and activities do 
not disproportionately burden low-income and minority 
populations, Title VI provides legal protection from dis-
crimination in federal programs on the basis of race, 
color, or national origin. 


Following the adoption of the 2012 MTP/SCS, the Fed-
eral Transit Administration (FTA) issued a new Title VI 
Circular, Circular 4702.1B, in October 2012. The Circular 
provides guidance to metropolitan planning organiza-
tions (MPOs) such as SACOG and other recipients of 
federal Department of Transportation (DOT) funding to 
ensure that their programs, policies, and activities com-
ply with DOT’s Title VI regulations. Every three years, 
SACOG and other MPOs must submit a Title VI Program 
report providing information and analysis on their 
compliance with Title VI regarding nondiscriminatory 
delivery of services and benefits under federally-funded 
programs or activities. The Circular further states: 


In its regional transportation planning capacity, the 
MPO shall submit to the State as the primary recipient, 
and also to FTA:


1. All general requirements) set out in section 4 of 
Chapter III of this Circular;


2. A demographic profile of the metropolitan area 
that includes identification of the locations of 
minority populations in the aggregate;


3. A description of the procedures by which the 
mobility needs of minority populations are identi-
fied and considered within the planning process; 


4. Demographic maps that overlay the percent 
minority and non-minority populations as iden-
tified by Census or ACS data, at Census tract or 
block group level, and charts that analyze the 
impacts of the distribution of State and Federal 
funds in the aggregate for public transportation 
purposes, including Federal funds managed by 
the MPO as a designated recipient; 


5. An analysis of impacts identified in paragraph 
(4) that identifies any disparate impacts on the 
basis of race, color, or national origin, and, if so, 
determines whether there is a substantial legit-
imate justification for the policy that resulted in 
the disparate impacts, and if there are alterna-
tives that could be employed that would have a 
less discriminatory impact.


SACOG conducted a Title VI analysis per FTA guidance, 
and did not identify disparate impacts based on race, 
color or national origin. Detail on the analysis may be 
found in Appendix C-5. 
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Chapter 10: Financial Stewardship


The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
(MAP-21) requires that MPOs have a safety element in 
their long-range transportation plans to increase the 
safety and security of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users. There are many 
aspects of the MTP/SCS that identify and allocate 
resources to improve the safety of the region’s trans-
portation system as a means both to reduce risk for the 
region’s residents and to improve system efficiency. 


Up to 50 percent of traffic congestion on freeways is 
not caused by a lack of capacity, but is due to incidents 
including collisions, weather, spilled loads, and stalled 
vehicles. Incidents on highways and freeways are both 
a safety issue and a significant cause of congestion. 
Although crashes are typically less severe on congested 
roadways, even a small incident can quickly lead to a 
large amount of traffic delay. 


Highway and road safety is an issue in both urban 
and rural areas of the region. Key safety challenges 
along urban highways include narrow shoulders; road-
side obstacles; short, tight ramps; and poor lighting 
and signage along older sections of urban freeways 
and highways. In rural areas, shoulders and guardrails 
are lacking along many high-collision locations. Safety 
concerns for local roads largely center on intersection 
crashes and run-off-the-road collisions.


The solutions to increasing the safety of rural roads 
must be sensitive to community preferences and values 
of rural areas that are often much different from those 
in urbanized areas. Many residents in the rural portions 
of the region actually prefer roadways that reflect a 
more rural setting, that is, without curbs, gutters, and 
sidewalks. Finding a balance between preserving rural 
character and providing adequate non-motorized 
infrastructure is essential in keeping our region’s rural 
roadways safe.


Safety issues in the region involve multiple modes 
of travel. However, data reporting is limited and plan-
ning efforts have only recently been increasing. Public 
agencies avoid identifying safety hazards to reduce 
lawsuit risk, which hampers safety programs. The 
2006 approval of California’s Strategic Highway Safety 
Implementation Plan (SHSIP) was an important step in 


guiding Caltrans’ implementation of strategies state-
wide. Local studies and the SHSIP reveal that safety 
gaps are still significant for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Efficient roadway designs for vehicles often work to 
the disadvantage of those on foot or bike, especially at 
freeway interchanges and arterials with timed signals 
and shortened walk times. Improving interchange and 
intersection safety for all roadway users continues to 
be a significant area of safety need, along with greater 
protections at rail intersections and at-grade crossings. 


Improving roadway safety and preventing collisions 
can lead to increasing transportation system efficiency 
and reduced collision-related costs. The real contribut-
ing factors in crashes are often unclear, and it is hard to 
devise safety projects that will improve driver behavior. 
However, unforgiving local roadway conditions can turn 
a simple crash into a fatality or severe injury, with safe-
ty-related costs high for fatalities, injuries, congestion, 
lost work time, and higher insurance premiums. 


Transportation Safety in the MTP/SCS


There are significant investments in the MTP/SCS for 
safety and management strategies that create better 
driving conditions, provide improved facilities for bicy-
clists and pedestrians, and reduce or prevent collisions 
and safety-related impacts. While there is no general 
expenditure category for safety projects, the MTP/SCS 
includes well over $1 billion in current year dollars in 
investments directed toward projects that directly iden-
tify improved safety as a primary goal. 


Common safety and management projects enhance 
freeways and local roads with technology that mon-
itors and adjusts the flow of traffic. A goal of these 
programs is to help clear roadways of hazards. Through 
improving the response time in dealing with roadway 
incidents—and ideally avoiding them altogether—there 
can be immediate progress in increasing safety and 
reducing roadway congestion to improve system effi-
ciency. Incident management strategies can work on 
faster identification, quicker response and cleanup, and 
redirection of motorists to avoid the incident scene. 


Road, Bike and Pedestrian Safety
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Chapter 10: Financial Stewardship


Examples include freeway service patrols that quickly 
restore freeway lanes to traffic, implementation of ITS 
investments described earlier to monitor and track inci-
dents, and enhanced 511 phone and Internet traveler 
information so drivers and transit riders can make travel 
choices based on real-time information. Dedicated bike 
facilities, crossings, signalization, and other measures 
included in the MTP/SCS help to improve bicycle and 
pedestrian safety. Local and regional policies to include 
consideration of complete streets in the planning, con-
struction, and operation of transportation projects can 
go a long way in addressing conflicts that can lead to 
incidents on the transportation system.


MTP/SCS expenditures for safety projects, mainte-
nance and rehabilitation, road capital and operations 
projects, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities all sup-
port safety improvements in the region’s transportation 
system. Some examples of specific safety-related proj-
ects included in the MTP/SCS are listed below. 


• Collision prevention and reduction projects: Proj-
ects to add medians, guardrails, passing lanes, 
flashing beacons, lighting, and to eliminate other 
significant hazards in the plan total $830 million, 
including: 


 ¬ Passing lanes from Marysville to the Butte 
County Line 


 ¬ Upgrading the metal beam guardrail at vari-
ous locations across the region


 ¬ Programs such as Safe Routes to Schools, 
which focus on identifying transportation 
projects that would improve safety for school 
children traveling to and from school sites.


• Improvements within existing right-of-way: Proj-
ects including realignment, turn lanes, improving 
safety at intersections, rail crossing improvements, 
and replacing structurally deficient bridges total 
$1.7 billion, including: 


 ¬ Addition of turn lanes at Covell Blvd./Hwy. 113 
that includes access-egress to Hwy. 113


 ¬ Improvements to at-grade rail crossings 
 ¬ Replacement of structurally deficient bridges 


throughout the region
• Expanded and new facilities: New and widened 


roads and highways in the MTP/SCS will need to 
consider safety as they are planned, built, and 
operated. Safety considerations could include 


ADA accessibility, separation of bicycles and 
pedestrians from faster moving traffic, intersec-
tion signalization, and traffic calming, among 
other strategies.


Observed Data and Historic Trends in Transporta-
tion Safety
Measuring the impact of transportation safety planning 
and investments is difficult in regional transportation 
plans. Mature, well-vetted analysis tools such as travel 
demand models or emissions models do not exist for 
evaluating the effects of long-range transportation plan 
policies and investments on safety. 


One measure of transportation system safety is the 
number and rate of collisions that occur on roadways. 
In California as a whole: 


• Nearly 40 percent of fatalities occur in rural areas. 
A number of factors contribute to a higher fatal-
ity rate including higher speed crashes, more 
alcohol-related crashes, and longer emergency 
medical services response times. 


• Pedestrian fatalities as a portion of total fatali-
ties are much higher than the nation’s 12 percent, 
exceeding 18 percent of total fatalities in the state. 
The NHTSA publication, Designing for Pedestrian 
Safety, notes that crashes involving pedestrians 
have the highest crash risk of fatalities.


• In raw numbers, bicyclist fatalities accounted for 
3.2 percent of the state’s total traffic fatalities. 


In the SACOG region, serious collisions (defined as colli-
sions that result in injury or death) have been declining 
over the last several years. The total number of fatal or 
injury collisions reported in the six-county Sacramento 
region from 1998 to 2010 is shown in Figure 10.1. Serious 
collisions peaked in 2004 and have declined every year 
since 2004. Normalized to VMT, the decline since 2004 
averages 5 percent per year. 


Many factors have contributed to the overall and per 
VMT declines in serious collisions. While VMT has been 
decreasing in recent years, it has not been decreasing 
at nearly the same rate as serious collisions. Some 
other explanations for this decline include safer vehi-
cles, stricter enforcement of drunk driving laws, new 
regulations and campaigns to limit distracted driving, 
and graduated drivers’ licensing. In addition, roadway 
construction and maintenance practices today pay 
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Chris Boyer


From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC <Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov> on behalf of ATP@CCC 
<ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>


Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 8:42 AM
To: Chris Boyer
Cc: inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org
Subject: FW: Rancho Cordova - ATP Application - Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing 


Improvements at White Rock Project


Hello Chris, 
 
The CCC is not able to assist on this project. Please include a copy of this email with your application. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Melanie Wallace 
Chief Deputy Analyst 
California Conservation Corps 
1719 24th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
O (916)341‐3153 
M (916)508‐1167 
F (877)315‐5085 
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov 
 
Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at: 


 
SaveOurWater.com ∙ Drought.CA.gov 


 


From: Chris Boyer [mailto:cboyer@cityofranchocordova.org]  
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 4:24 PM 
To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV> 
Subject: Rancho Cordova ‐ ATP Application ‐ Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing Improvements at White Rock Project 
 
Good afternoon, Dominique and Melanie. 
 
On behalf of the City of Rancho Cordova, I would like to invite the CCC and California Association of Local Conservation 
Corps to participate in the construction of the Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing Improvements at White Rock 
Project.  Please find attached the project information packet which includes: 
 


         Project title and description 


         Detailed cost estimate 


         Project schedule 


         Project maps, and 


         Preliminary plans 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
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Chris Boyer, PE 
Associate	Civil	Engineer	
City	of	Rancho	Cordova	
2729	Prospect	Park	Drive,		
Rancho	Cordova,	CA	95670	
Tel:	(916)	851‐8907	
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Chris Boyer


From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 6:50 PM
To: Chris Boyer
Subject: Re: Rancho Cordova - ATP Application - Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing 


Improvements at White Rock Project


Hello Chris, 
 
Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project. Please 
include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps. 
 
Thank you, 
Dominique 
 
On Thu, Jun 9, 2016 at 4:24 PM, Chris Boyer <cboyer@cityofranchocordova.org> wrote: 


Good afternoon, Dominique and Melanie. 


  


On behalf of the City of Rancho Cordova, I would like to invite the CCC and California Association of Local 
Conservation Corps to participate in the construction of the Folsom South Canal Trail Crossing Improvements 
at White Rock Project.  Please find attached the project information packet which includes: 


  


         Project title and description 


         Detailed cost estimate 


         Project schedule 


         Project maps, and 


         Preliminary plans 


  


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 


  


  


Chris Boyer, PE 


Associate	Civil	Engineer 
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City	of	Rancho	Cordova 


2729	Prospect	Park	Drive,	 


Rancho	Cordova,	CA	95670 


Tel:	(916)	851‐8907 


 


  


  


 
 
 
 
--  
 
Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant 
Environmental & Energy Consulting 
1121 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org 


Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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ADA Notice
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ATP FUNDED COMPONENTS
Infrastructure
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
Non-Infrastructure
Plan
PROJECT FUNDING INFORMATION (1,000s)
Total 
Project $
Total
ATP $
Total
Non-ATP $
Past 
ATP $
Leveraging $
Matching $
Non-Participating $
Future 
Local $
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
APPLICATION INDEX PAGE
Application Part 1: Applicant Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 2: General Project Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 3: Project Type         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 4: Project Details         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 6: Project Funding         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
PPR         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 7: Application Questions         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Screening Criteria         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 1         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 2         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 3         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 4         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 5         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 6         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 7         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 8         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 9         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 8: Attachments         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 1: Applicant Information
Implementing Agency:   This agency must enter into a Master Agreement with Caltrans and will be financially and contractually responsible for the delivery of the project within all pertinent Federal and State funding requirements, including being responsible and accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.  This agency is responsible for the accuracy of the technical information provided in the application and is required to sign the application.   
MASTER AGREEMENTS (MAs):
Does the Implementing Agency currently have a MA with Caltrans?
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans MA number
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans Master Agreement number
Implementing Agency's State Caltrans MA number
*         Implementing Agencies that do not currently have a MA with Caltrans, must be able to meet the requirements and enter into an MA with Caltrans prior to funds allocation.  The MA approval process can take 6 to 12 months to complete and there is no guarantee the agency will meet the requirements necessary for the State to enter into a MA with the agency.    Delays could also result in a failure to meeting the CTC Allocation timeline requirements and the loss of ATP funding.
Project Partnering Agency:   
The “Project Partnering Agency” is defined as an agency, other than Implementing Agency, that will assume the responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility.   The Implementing Agency must: 1) ensure the Partnering Agency agrees to assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility, 2) provide documentation of the agreement (e.g., letter of intent) as part of the project application, and 3) ensure a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties is submitted with the first request for allocation. For these projects, the Project Partnering Agency's information shall be provided below.
Based on the definition above, does this project have a partnering agency?
Application Part 2: General Project Information
Project Coordinates: (latitude/longitude in decimal format)
N
W
Congressional District(s):
State Senate District(s):
State Assembly District(s):
Past Projects: Within the last 10 years, has there been any previous State or Federal ATP, SRTS, SR2S, BTA or other ped/bike funding awards for a project(s) that are adjacent to or overlap the limits of project scope of this application?
Project Number
Past Project 
Funding 
Funded 
Amount $
Project 
Type
Type of overlap/connection 
with past projects 
(select only one which matches the best)
Application Part 3: Project Type
Development of a Plan in a Disadvantaged Community: (Check all Plan types that apply)  
Indicate any of the following plans that your agency currently has:  (Check all that apply) 
PROJECT SUB-TYPE  (check all Project Sub-Types that apply):
For a project to qualify for Safe Routes to School designation, the project must directly increase safety and convenience for public school students to walk and/or bike to school. Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects must be located within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public school bus stop and the students must be the intended beneficiaries of the project. Other than traffic education and enforcement activities, non-infrastructure projects do not have a location restriction. 
 
Projects with Safe Routes to School elements must fill out "School and Student Details" later in this application.
As a condition of receiving funding, projects with Safe Routes to School Elements must commit to completing additional before and after student surveys as defined in the Caltrans Active Transportation Guidelines (LAPG Chapter 22).
For each school benefited by the project: 1) Fill in the school and student information; and 2) Include the required attachment information.
Project improvements maximum distance from school 
mile
**Refer to the California Department of Education website:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp
Trails Projects constructing multi-purpose trails are generally eligible in the Active Transportation Program.  If the applicant believes all or part of their project meets the federal requirements of the Recreational Trails Program they are encouraged to seek a determination from the California Department of Parks and Recreation on the eligibility of their project to complete for this funding.   This is optional but recommended because some trails projects may compete better under this funding program.
 
For all trails projects: 
Do you feel a portion of your project is eligible for federal Recreational Trail funding?   
Applicants intending to pursue “Recreational Trails Program funding” must submit the required information to the California Department of Parks and Recreation prior to the ATP application submissions deadline.  (See the Application Instructions for details) 
 
*Recreational Trail funding can only fund work outside of the roadway Right-of-way.
Application Part 4: Project Details
INFRASTRUCTURE TYPE (Only Intended for Infrastructure Projects)
Note:         When quantifying the amount of Active Transportation improvements proposed by the project, do not double-count the improvements that benefit both Bicyclists and Pedestrians (i.e. new RRFB/Signal should only show as a Pedestrian or Bicycle Improvement).
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing bicycle infrastructure: i.e. Class 2 to Class 4)
New Bike Lanes/Routes:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Bike Share Program:
Number
Number
Bike Racks/Lockers:
Number
Number
Other Bicycle Improvements:
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing pedestrian infrastructure.)
Sidewalks:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
ADA Ramp Improvements:
Number
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Pedestrian Amenities:
Number
Number
Number
Other Ped Improvements:
Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Non-Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Other Trail Improvements:
Road Diets:
Linear Feet
Number
Speed Feedback Signs:
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Other Traffic-Calming
Improvements:
Right of Way (R/W) Impacts (Check all that apply)
The federal R/W process involving private property acquisitions and/or private utility relocations can often take 18 to 24 months.  The project schedule in the application for R/W needs to reflect the necessary time to complete the federal R/W process.
*See the application instructions for more details on the required coordination and documentation from these agencies.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule
NOTES:         1) Per CTC Guidelines, all project applications must be submitted with the expectation of receiving federal funding and therefore the schedule below must account for the extra time needed for federal project delivery requirements and approvals, including a NEPA environmental clearance and for each CTC allocation there must also be a Notice to Proceed with Federally Reimbursable work.
         2) Prior to estimating the durations of the project delivery tasks (below), applicants are highly encouraged to review the appropriate chapters of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual and work closely with District Local Assistance Staff.
         3) The proposed CTC allocation dates must be between July 1, 2019 and June 30, 2021 to be consistent with the available ATP funds for Cycle 3.
This page cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS:
PA&ED Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months         (See note #2, above)
PS&E Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
Right of Way Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
* PS&E and Right of Way phases can be allocated at the same CTC meeting.
Construction Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS: (This includes combined "I" and "NI" projects)
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months	
Proposed Dates for "Before" and "After" Counts (As required by the CTC and Caltrans guidelines):
Application Part 6: Project Funding
(1,000s)
The Project Funding table cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
Project
Phase
Total
Project
Costs
Total 
ATP
Funding
ATP
Allocation 
Year *
Total
Non-ATP
Funding **
Non-
Participating
Funding
"Prior"
ATP
Funding
Leveraging
Funding
Matching
Funding ***
(for federal $)
Future Local Identified Funding 
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
NI-CON
TOTAL
*          The CTC Allocation-Year is calculated based on the information entered into the "Project Schedule" section.
 
**  Applicants must ensure that the “Total Non-ATP Funding” values show in this table match the overall Non-ATP Funding values they enter into Page 2 of the PPR (later in this form)
         
***         For programming purposes, applicants, are asked to identify the portion of the Leveraging Funding that meets the requirements to be used as match for new Federal ATP funding.
ATP FUNDING TYPE REQUESTED:
Per the CTC Guidelines, all ATP projects must be eligible to receive federal funding. Most ATP projects will receive federal funding; however, it is the intent of the Commission to consolidate the allocation of federal funds to as few projects as practicable. Therefore, the smallest projects may be granted State Funding from the State Highway Account (SHA) for all or part of the project.  Agencies with projects under $1M, especially ones being implemented by agencies who are not familiar with the federal funding process, are encouraged to request State funding.
Do you believe your project warrants receiving state-only funding?
ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST (PPR):
Using the Project Schedule, Project Funding, and General Project information provided, this electronic form has automatically prepared the following PPR pages. Applicants must review the information in the PPR to confirm it matches their expectations.
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Funding Information:
DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED AREAS
Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
PPR Funding Information Table
ATP Funds
Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Non-Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Plan Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Previous Cycle
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Summary of Non-ATP Funding
The Non-ATP funding shown on this page must match the values in the Project Funding table.
Fund No. 2:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 3:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 4:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 5:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 6:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 7:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Application Part 7: Application Questions
Screening Criteria
The following Screening Criteria are requirements for applications to be considered for ATP funding.  Failure to demonstrate a project meets these criteria will result is the disqualification of the application. 
1.         Demonstrated fiscal needs of the applicant:
-         Is all or part of the project currently (or has it ever been) formally programmed in an RTPA, MPO and/or Caltrans funding program? 
If "Yes", explain why the project is not considered "fully funded".  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are any elements of the proposed project directly or indirectly related to the intended improvements of a past or future development or capital improvement project? 
If “Yes”, explain why the other project cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are adjacent properties undeveloped or under-developed where standard “conditions of development” could be placed on future adjacent redevelopment to construct the proposed project improvements?
If “Yes”, explain why the development cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
2.         Consistency with an adopted regional transportation plan:
-         Is the project consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan that has been developed and updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080?
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
If “No”, document why the project should still be considered as being “consistent with the Regional Plan”.  (Max of 200 Words)
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #1
QUESTION #1
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (0-10 POINTS)
A.         Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination  (0 points): Required
B.         Identification of Disadvantaged Community:  (0 points)
Select one of the following 4 options.  Must provide information for all Census Tract/Block Group/Place # that the project affects.
         ●  Median Household Income
         ●  CalEnviroScreen
         ●  Free or Reduced Priced School Meals - Applications using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.
         ● Other 
The Median Household Income (Table ID B19013) is less than 80% of the statewide median based on the most current Census Tract (ID 140) level data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) (<$49,191). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data at the Census Block Group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the Census Place (ID 160) level. Data is available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
MHI  
Median Household Income Table
Lowest median household income from above (autofill): $
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
Median household income by census tract for the community(ies) benefited by the project: $
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the median household income is greater than $49,120, this program does not qualify for this option. 
An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen 2.0) scores (score must be greater than or equal to 36.62). This list can be found at the following link under SB 535 List of Disadvantaged Communities:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
CalEnviroScreen Score
Cal Enviro Screen Table
Highest California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score for the community benefited by the project:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the CalEnviroScreen score is less than 36.62, this program does not qualify for this option. 
At least 75% of public school students in the project area are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Program. Data is available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp (auto filled from Part A).
Applicants using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.  Project must be located within two miles of the school(s) represented by this criteria. 
School Name
School Enrollment
% of Students Eligible for FRPM
Data for this table is automatically populated with the school data entered on Application Part 3.
Highest percentage of students eligible from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only) 
Percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals Programs:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals program is less than 75%, this program does not qualify for this option. 
Other
Creation of new routes?
●  If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household income. (Max of 200 Words)
●  Regional definitions of disadvantaged communities as adopted in a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by an MPO or RTPA per obligations with Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, such as “environmental justice communities” or “communities of concern,” may be used in lieu of the options identified above. Applicant must provide section of the RTP referenced. (Max of 200 Words)
C.         Direct Benefit:  (0 - 4 points)
1.         Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important community need. (Max of 50 Words)
2.         Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the project/program/plan. 
         (Max of 50 Words)         
3.         Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community residents. 
         (Max of 50 Words)
D.         Project Location:  (0 - 2 points)
E.         Severity:  (0 - 4 points)
a.         Auto calculated
Part B: Narrative Questions
Question #2
QUESTION #2
POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING AND IMPROVING  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS. (0-35 POINTS)
Please provide the following information: (This must be completed to be considered for funding for infrastructure projects)
# of Users
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Date of Counts
Mark here if N/A to project
Current
Projected
(1 year after completion)
Safe Routes to School projects and programs:  The following information related to the Safe Routes to School Projects data was already entered in part 3 of the application.
School
Total Student Enrollment
Approx. # of Students Living Along School Route Proposed	
# of Students Currently Walking/Biking to School
Projected # of Students that will 
walk/bike after project
Net projected Change in Students 
walking/biking
Total
Data in this table will be automatically populated with the school data entered in Application Part 3.
Document the methodologies used to establish the current count data. (Max of 200 Words)
A.         Describe the specific active transportation need that the proposed project/plan/program will address. (0-15 points) 
         (Max of 500 Words)
B.         Describe how the proposed project/plan/program will address the active transportation need: (0-20 points)
1.         Close a gap?
Close a gap?
Gap closure = Construction of a missing segment of an existing facility in order to make that facility continuous.
a.         Must provide a map of each gap closure identifying gap and connections.
b.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Creation of new routes?
Creation of new routes?
New route = Construction of a new facility that did not previously exist for non-motorized users that provides a course or way to get from one place to another.
a.         Must provide a map of the new route location.
b.         Describe the existing route(s) that currently connect the affected transportation related and community identified destinations and why the route(s) are not adequate. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Removal of barrier to mobility?
a.         Type of barrier:
b.         Must provide a map identifying the barrier location and improvement.
c.         Describe the existing negative effects of barrier to be removed and how the project addresses the existing barrier. 
         (Max of 100 Words)
d.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Other improvements to routes?
Other improvements to routes?
a.         Must provide a map of the new improvement location.
b.         Explain the improvement. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
a.         Describe how the plan will address links or connections, or encourage the use of existing/new routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Describe how the plan will result in implementable projects and programs in the future.   (Max of 100 Words)
c.         A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made in implementing the plan. (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing
         walking or biking in the community?
Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing walking or biking in the community?
a.         Describe how the program encourages walking or biking to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #3
QUESTION #3
POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OR THE RISK OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS.  (0-25 POINTS)
A.         Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports, community observation, surveys, audits).  (10 points max)
1.         The following reported crashes must have all occurred within the project’s influence area within the last 5 years (only crashes that the project has a chance to mitigate):
# of Crashes	
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Total
Fatalities
Injuries
Total
2.         Applicant can provide bicycle and pedestrian (only) crash rates in addition to the information required above. (Max of 200 Words)
3.         Discuss specific accident data. (Max of 200 Words)
4.         Attach a SWITRS or equivalent (i.e. UC Berkeley’s TIMS tool) listing of all bicycle and pedestrian crashes (only) shown in the map above and in this application.
*Applications that do not have the crash data above OR that prefer to provide additional crash data and/or safety data in a different format can provide this data below.  The corresponding methodology used must also be included.   Input Data and methodologies here and/or include them via a separate attachment in the field below. (Max of 200 Words)
B.         Safety Countermeasures (15 points max)
         Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential safety hazards that contribute to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or fatalities (only); Countermeasures must directly address the underlying factors that are contributing to the occurrence of pedestrian and/or bicyclist collisions.
1.         Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
a.         Current speed and/or volume: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated speed and/or volume after project completion : (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current sight distance and/or visibility issue: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated sight distance and/or visibility issue resolution: (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current conflict point description: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Improvement that addresses conflict point: (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Which Law:
b.         How will the project improve compliance: (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
a.         List traffic controls that are inadequate: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Addresses inadequate or unsafe bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks?
a.         List bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks that are inadequate:          (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
7.         Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
a.         List of behaviors: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How will the project will eliminate or reduce these behaviors? (Max of 100 Words)
Plans
Describe how the plan will identify and plan to address hazards identified in the plan area, including the potential for mitigating safety hazards as a prioritization criterion, and/or including countermeasures that address safety hazards.  (Max of 200 Words)
Non-Infrastructure
Describe how the program educates bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or drivers about safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. Describe how the program encourages this safe behavior. If available, include documentation of effectiveness of similar programs in encouraging safe behavior.  (Max of 200 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #4
QUESTION #4
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-10 POINTS)
 
Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project/program proposal or will be utilized as part of the development of a plan.  
A.         What is/was the process of defining future policies, goals, investments and designs to prepare for future needs of users of this project?  How did the applicant analyze the wide range of alternatives and impacts on the transportation system to influence beneficial outcomes? (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Who: Describe who was/will be engaged in the identification and development of this project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged) and how they were/will be engaged.   Describe and provide documentation of the type, extent, and duration of outreach and engagement conducted to relevant stakeholders. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
C.         What:  Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement process and describe how the public participation and planning process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the purpose and goals of the ATP. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
D.         Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the project/program/plan.  
                  (1 point max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #5
QUESTION #5
IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH (0-10 POINTS)
 
•         NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must respond to the below questions with health data specific to the disadvantaged communities. All applicants must cite information specific to project location and targeted users. Failure to do so will result in lost points. 
A.         Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan.  Describe how you considered health benefits when developing this project or program (for plans: how will you consider health throughout the plan). (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Describe how you expect your project/proposal/plan to promote healthy communities and provide outreach to the targeted users. (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #6
QUESTION #6
COST EFFECTIVENESS (0-5 POINTS)
A project’s cost effectiveness is considered to be the relative costs of the project in comparison to the project’s benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP.  This includes the consideration of the safety and mobility benefit in relation to both the total project cost and the funds provided. 
 
Explain why the project is considered to have the highest Benefit to Cost Ratio (B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose and goals of “increased use of active modes of transportation”.  (5 points max.)  (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #7
QUESTION #7
LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS (0-5 POINTS)
A.         The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for the project: (5 points max.)
 
                  Based on the project funding information provided earlier in the application, the following Leveraging and Matching amounts are designated for this project.  Applicants must review and verify these values meet the following criteria:
                   Leveraging Funds
                           Non-ATP funds; either already expended by the applicant or funds to be programmed for use on elements within the requested ATP project.  This non-ATP funding can only be considered "Leveraging" funding if it goes towards ATP eligible costs.
                  Matching Funds
                           The portion of the Leveraging funding that can be used as the local match if Federal ATP funding is programmed.  These must be 
                           non-federal funds not yet expended and provided by the applicant in a specific project phase.
                   If these numbers do not match this criteria and/or the applicant's expectations, the numbers inputted earlier need to be revised.
                   
 
                   Funding in $1,000s
PA&ED Phase Project Delivery Costs:
PS&E Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Right of Way Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Construction Phase Project Delivery Costs:
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS:
OVERALL TOTALS FOR PROJECT/APPLICATION:
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #8
QUESTION #8
USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A CERTIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS (0 or -5 POINTS)
- For project "Plan" types, this section is not required. -
Step 1:         The applicant must submit the following information via email concurrently to both the CCC AND certified community conservation corps at least 5 days prior to application submittal to Caltrans.  The CCC and certified community conservation corps will respond within five (5) business days from receipt of the information. 
 
                  •         Project Title
                  •         Project Description                                 
                  •         Detailed Estimate                              
                  •         Project Schedule
                  •         Project Map                                              
                  •         Preliminary Plan
Click on the following links for the California Conservation Corps and community conservation corps Representative ATP contact information: 
http://calocalcorps.org/active-transportation-program/
http://www.ccc.ca.gov/work/programs/ATP/Pages/ATP%20home.aspx
The applicant must also attach any email correspondence from the CCC and certified community conservation corps or Tribal corps (if applicable) to the application verifying communication/participation.  Failure to attach their email responses will result in a loss of 5 points.
Step 2:         The applicant has coordinated with the CCC AND with the certified community conservation corps, or the Tribal corps and determined the following: (check appropriate box)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #9
QUESTION #9
APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST ATP FUNDED PROJECTS (0 - 10 points) 
For Caltrans use only.
 
Part C: Application Attachments
Applicants must ensure all data in this part of the application is fully consistent with the other parts of the application. See the Application Instructions and Guidance document for more information and requirements related to Part C.
List of Application Attachments
The following attachment names and order must be maintained for all applications.  Depending on the Project Type (I, NI or Plans) some attachments will be intentionally left blank.  All non-blank attachments must be identified in hard-copy applications using “tabs” with appropriate letter designations
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